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Forward

In response to S.B. 1828 passed by tH& Tias Legislature in Regular Session, 2003, thed State
Soil and Water Conservation Board presents thigewewf its programs and activities. S.B. 1828 added
§201.028 to the Texas Agriculture Code to provite the TSSWCB shall prepare and deliver to the
Governor, the Lieutenant Governor, and the Speaikire House of Representatives a report, not later
than January 1 and July 1 of each year, relatinbdstatus of the budget areas of responsib#isygaed
to the State Board including outreach programsytgramade and received, federal funding appliecifak
received, special projects, and oversight of swil water conservation district activities.

The FY06 Expected Expenditure Summary is attachehlis report. Information on grants made to local
districts and other entities is incorporated witthia program section it involves. Federal grantgireed
for the Clean Water Act are provided in that seattio

Attached, as an addendum of this report, is theBControl Program 2005 Annual Report. Section
203.056, Texas Agriculture Code, requires the Satad, before January 31 of each year, to submit a
report of the activities of the Brush Control Pragrduring the immediately preceding year.

The Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Boardgakide in the accomplishments and remarkable
progress that have been made in soil and wateeogatson in this state. Often environmental sucegss
are slow to be realized. We have realized and @yregported one success story that involves reducin
the level of Atrazine in several water bodies, ipatarly the Aquilla Reservoir in the Hill County-
Blackland SWCD.

However, we recognize there remains a continuiradi@hge and an ongoing need to ensure our land has
the capability to produce food and fiber for futdexans. Because of changes in land use, ownership,
technology, and population growth, the need forawi water conservation programs will remain
critical. Texas has a finite number of acres tovjgte for the needs and desires of citizens andovssi

and this places an ever-increasing demand on dtgrigbland. Farmers and ranchers face complex
decisions concerning the best ways to manage @ik uhe land available to them.

We believe that soil and water conservation programst remain dynamic as land uses change and
technology improves to make some conservation ipesctmore capable of meeting demands on soil and
water resources. We also maintain the belief thapurpose of the soil and water conservation pragr

is to promote the wise use of our renewable natesadurces and provide for the conservation and
enhancement of the soil and water resources oftais through and by the dynamic decisions ofl loca
soil and water conservation districts which prorsdtee use of each acre of land within its capadslit

and treating it according to its needs.

From the beginning, the Texas State Soil and Waterservation Board and local soil and water
conservation districts have formed an organizatitmaework through which various complex
governmental conservation programs are deliveréakctl landowners and operators. This relationship
has successfully been utilized to disseminate sowemthgement techniques and practices to maintain
individual productive land uses to provide for tieeds of present and future generations.

To the landowners of Texas, the individual soil arader conservation district directors, and the ynan
agencies and organizations assisting and workitly our programs, we offer our sincere thanks.
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Historical Background

In the early history of the United States, thos@ived in agriculture often did not consider the
conservation of soil and water resources. Landalesred and put into farm production. When timel la
quit producing at a profitable level, the farmemsrety moved on to new land farther west and stated
process over again. There was no need to be cwtt®iith soil conservation, as there was a seeming|
unlimited supply of virgin land waiting to be tile This process continued through the 1800s aiad in
the early 1900s. With the outbreak of World Wdatmers in the Great Plains states were encouraged
break out native grassland to grow wheat and didwefstuffs to feed the nation and the world. As a
result of these and other unwise management peacticd the fact that the farmlands were experigncin
long periods of drought, the 1930s produced sontbeofvorst dust storms the nation had ever seen.
Clouds of dust rolled across the plains statesisgratist storms through the south and into theonati
capital. At the same time, the nation was in th@stof a great economic depression. The federal
government, seeking ways to put people back to \eotkencourage conservation, created the Civilian
Conservation Corps and Solil Erosion Service. Toindhese mechanisms, demonstration projects were
initiated to train technicians and to educate thiglip in ways to conserve soil resources. Theegnams
were successful in putting people back to work,lacited the local ties to establish lasting coresteom
programs.

One of the early day leaders in the national etfmdontrol soil erosion was Hugh Hammond Bennett
from North Carolina. After graduation from the Meisity of North Carolina in 1903, Hugh Bennettkoo
a job with the Bureau of Soils in the United Stddepartment of Agriculture. Because of his experés
scientific knowledge and leadership ability, he \wasin charge of the Soil Erosion Service whenas
created in 1933. In 1935, P.L. (Public Law) 46 wassed creating the Soil Conservation Serviceinvith
the U.S. Department of Agriculture and Hugh Benbhettame the first Chief of the agency. He soon
became internationally known for his accomplishreentconservation work.

With the help of Congressman Buchannan from Colwusnbaxas, Hugh Bennett was able to persuade
President Franklin Roosevelt that the soil resaiafehis nation were being wasted. He convinbted t
President that a Model Soil Conservation Act shdiddieveloped and sent to the governors of eats#h sta
for passage by their state legislatures. The @b this Model Act would be to develop programs a
the state and local level to control soil erosion.

In 1936, such a Model Act was sent to the governaitts the endorsement of President Roosevelt. The
Model Act, developed in Washington, was patterrfegl ghe Texas Wind Erosion Act, the Grass
Conservation Acts in the Northern High Plains aedain water conservation district law.

In 1937 legislation was introduced in the Texasitlature based on this Model Act. It is reportedttas
many as 25 different versions of this soil conskovelaw were considered before a final version was
passed. There was much heated discussion of dtipesed legislation. When the final version was
adopted, the bill contained many undesirable festulhe law would have set up Soil Conservation
Districts automatically on a county basis and m@danty Commissioners Courts the governing body. A
portion of the county tax was to be used to finathegprogram and county agricultural agents welweto
the administrative officers.

A number of agricultural leaders from across tlageshad, by this time, become concerned about the
newly passed legislation. It was their opiniont tiifahe responsibility for installing and maintang
conservation measures lay in the hands of thedamers, the control of such a program should a¢so b
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in their hands. As a result of these and othecenors, a group of landowners led by V.C. Marshiall o
Heidenheimer, Texas, convinced the Governor to thetd 937 legislation.

Hard feelings among agricultural leaders resultethfthe attempt to pass this soil conservation law.
Under the leadership of Mr. Marshall, a concertéorewas made during the interim between legiskati
sessions to heal the old wounds and to put togetkersion of a law that would be generally acaebie
the farmers and ranchers of Texas. Mr. Marshgkwoized a committee of leaders from across the stat
to promote the passage of a new Soil Conservatéown He traveled many miles at his own expense
seeking the views of agricultural leaders and prtamycdhe idea of the Soil Conservation District
Program.

The key points Mr. Marshall felt should be includedhe new law were that (1) farmers and ranchers
should determine whether or not a Soil Conservdiistrict was needed and hold a local option ebecti
prior to the establishment of the district; (2) gregram should be controlled by landowners; andh@
Soil Conservation Districts should have no taxintharity or the power of eminent domain.

In 1939 the Texas Legislature passed H.B. (HouBeZ8 which incorporated those features and was th
first Soil Conservation Law for the state. The lerwated the State Soil Conservation Board anavatio
for the creation of the Soil Conservation Districidr. Marshall was elected as the first Chairmathe
Soil Conservation Board and later resigned to bectima first Executive Director of the agency.

On April 30, 1940, the Secretary of the State iddDertificates of Organization for the first 16 ISoi
Conservation Districts paving the way for the peogrwe now operate. Today, Texas has 217 local soil
and water conservation districts that encompase than 99% of the state.

As previously mentioned, the Model Act endorsedPbgsident Roosevelt was in part patterned after the
Texas Wind Erosion Act. Texas was already makitgngbts to address soil conservation as a result of
the “Dust Bowl” days of the 1930s. The'legislature in 1935 passed legislation authorizire
establishment of Wind Erosion Conservation Disstidthis law provided for the creation of distritds
“conserve the soil by prevention of unnecessargierocaused by winds, and the reclamation of lands
that have been depreciated or denuded of soildsores of winds.” Although a number of Wind Erosion
Control Districts were created, the passage oStiieEConservation District Law in 1939 resultedhiose
districts becoming dormant.

In 1975, Governor Dolph Briscoe, by Executive Ordigsignated the TSSWCB as lead agency to
assume the planning and management responsilaitigohtrol of agricultural and silvicultural nonpoi
source pollution as required by the Federal Wabtdiufon Control Act.

In 1981 the 67 Legislature passed H.B. 1436, which for the firse codified the agricultural laws of
Texas. Title 7, Chapter 201 of this code contaiesgortion pertaining to Soil and Water Conservatio

In 1985 the 68 Legislature passed S.B. 1083 creating a Brushr@dRtogram in Texas and granting
new powers and responsibilities, without fundirmgthe TSSWCB and Soil and Water Conservation
Districts under Chapter 203 of the Agriculture Cole1999, the TSSWCB received its first
appropriation in the FY00-01 biennium to controlt@radepleting brush and trees, such as cedar and
mesquite. The program received $9.1 million tolg&th a pilot project in the North Concho Watershed
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In 1993, the 7% Legislature passed S.B. 503 which named the TSSWE€Rad agency to address water
quality issues relating to runoff from diffused,r@npoint sources resulting from agricultural aoestry
operations. In 1999, the Legislature expanded 88WCB’s environmental mission and appropriated
money to address water pollution from nonpoint sesirunder a separate, federally mandated program.

The leaders who framed the Texas Soil and Wates€&wation Law in 1939 recognized that landowners
and operators of private land constitute the basiource for the conservation of our renewablerahtu
resources. Without the support and willing paratipn of private landowners and operators in the
development and implementation of soil and wat@seovation programs there is little hope of success
Local soil and water conservation districts ledfidayners and ranchers who know the land and the loca
conditions and problems have the means to develogetvation plans that address each acre of land
specific to its needs to solve or reduce the sgvefiits problems.

Organization

Since inception, the TSSWCB has been governedvieybioard members, elected by delegates from each
of five regions of the state’s 217 local soil anater conservation districts. Elections occur angusl
regional conventions of the local soil and waterssyvation districts, with members serving two-year
staggered terms. However, with the enactment of 88B8 by the 78 Legislature, two Governor
appointees join the five elected board membersdate a seven-member board. The two Governor
appointed positions are listed below. The termra member appointed by the Governor expires
February 1 of each odd-numbered year, and thedéthe other member appointed by the Governor
expires on February 1 of each even-numbered year.

Elected State Board members must be 18 years adraglder; hold title to farmland or ranchland; arel
actively engaged in farming or ranching. The Goweappointees must be actively engaged in the
business of farming, animal husbandry, or othemmss related to agriculture and wholly or partiyns
or leases land used in connection with that busjreasd may not be a member of the board of direatbr
a conservation district.

The State Board elects its own Chair and genenadlgts every odd month, unless specific programs or
issues require more immediate action. The followisigshows the current Board members and shows
which State Board Region they represent.

Texas State Soil and Water Conservation Board

Member Name Region Term Residence
Aubrey L. Russell #1 May 3, 2005 — May 1020 Panhandle
Reed Stewart #2 May 2, 2006 -y da2008 Sterling City
José O. Dodier, Jr. #3 May 3, 2005 — Magan7 Zapata

Jerry D. Nichols #4 May 2, 2006 — May 6, 200 Nacogdoches
W.T. “Dub” Crumley #5 May 3, 2005 — May 1,20 Stephenville
Larry D. Jacobs Appointed June 20, 2005-February 1, 2006 fgomery
Joe L. Ward Appoithte  June 20, 2005-February 1, 2007 elefhone
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Staff

Mr. Rex Isom was named as the Executive Directdaimuary 2004 and continues to carry out the
directives of the State Board and directing stétires.

We emphasize our agency philosophy as stated iStategic Plan, “The State Soil and Water
Conservation Board will act in accordance with ltighest standards of ethics, accountability, efficly,
and openness. We affirm that the conservation ohatural resources is both a public and a private
benefit, and we approach our activities with a desmse of purpose and responsibility.” Mr. Isom, as
Executive Director, is leading the agency in thetation and expects all employees to follow tlezid.

As of December 1, 2006 the TSSWCB employed 63,228fbf which work in the Temple headquarters.
The remaining employees are field staff, eitherkiay out of their homes or located in seven sagelli
offices; five regional offices and two program sfie®ffices, located throughout the state. Due to
difficulty in recruiting engineers, two field engiar positions remain contracted. The following
organization chart shows the agency’s current &irac

The current structure of the TSSWCB now reflectsres to place more personnel in the field and away
from headquarters for a 69% to 31% ratio of Fieddspnnel to Headquarters personnel.

The regional office staff along with the progranesific staff provides on-site technical assistatace
farmers and ranchers. The field staff serveslagsan between the TSSWCB and local districts. The
field staff also provides assistance to local dittrand district employees concerning operations,
programs, and activities. The regional office staftl the program specific staff coordinates with th
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCE@x8s Cooperative Extension (TCE), and the
USDA'’s Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRG$)ovide technical assistance to landowners to
implement Water Quality Management Plans (WQMPSs).
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Soil and Water Conservation Districts

The TSSWCB performs many of its activities in caooadion with the state’s 217 local soil and water
conservation districts. These local districts avktipal subdivisions of the state, establishedtiyh local
option elections of agricultural landowners. Disisigenerally reflect county boundaries, but map al
follow river basin or watershed boundaries, depemadin the desires of the local landowners.

The following soil and water conservation distntap shows the current 217 local districts that cove
almost the entire state. That portion of the stattein a soil and water conservation district i«enedy
County and contains the privately owned King Rafi¢te map also shows the grouping of the districts
into the five State Board Districts that respedtivadect a State Board member and shows the ftaffl s
that is assigned to work with each district withispecific area.

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
JANUARY 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




|—Ed|u'_n_ Sherman | Hansiord | Ochilires | Lipscomt
131 | 159 [ 148 | 142 | 134
Harliey Ioara Roberts | Hampnit
152 | 137 | 146 | 145 | 138
L) Potler | Carson | Gray. Whesier
Bob Gruner | 1 | 160 | 156 | 125 | 141
Deaf Smitn Randall i3 | porey | Callos- .
143 | 1a7edlhss | 127 "o Charlie
Parrmer | Castro |Swisher Srisooa Haill Childresd
140 | 136 | 110l 128 108 ’\_P UpChLerh Don
o (P T e (i e Brandenberger
11| 130 P e
Q, | 104 | 164 | 163 rooi Y 57
[ﬂmm Hockley | Lubbock | Crosby | Dickens | King B
149 | 120 | 108 | 107 | 169 | 168 | 544 | 542 | 559 D
avid
RE‘.‘X |50m ‘oakum | Tery Lyna |Garza Kent Stonawail [JHaskoll m Young
150 | 151 | 118 7 158 | 170 | 167 || 546 | 5aq | 539 |49 Powell
. Gainas Dawscn | Borden | Sourry | Fisher
Jack Foote | g 124 1{5 165
Andreee Howard Mt w
26 | | 248 | 207 | 245
it | ¥ Culberson ‘W Tk Ector Midland | Gia: Steding | Coka Fnoets
otis DR » 264 | )| oep | 219
J | 213 Wara [Crine | Uon | Remgen Torm Graen
—_— TFion
230 7 ‘ 234 R
| .I:MD-:!; A Bchisichar
20/ o e 247
— S St
Ben S | 222
Wilde 2 (= = ‘
i
Kot E = 8
Joe - 2% :
Freeman | g Y M Clark
240
228
Y Headquarters Office
O Program Office
= State Board Zone Adrian
Pérez

Soil and Water Conservation District

= | County

Il Area not in Soil and Water Conservation District

Landowners within these local districts elect tive fistrict directors that comprise the districts
governing body or board of directors. This boardioéctors administers the programs and activiies
the district. Representatives of the districts witbach region then elect the members of the Stased

through a series of convention style-elections.

Districts do not have taxing authority and relylocally generated funds from various activities and
programs, federal assistance, county assistandestate assistance from the TSSWCB. The USDA
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) pesvidost of the federal assistance available to
districts and through cooperative agreements pesvidchnical assistance to farmers and ranchers

requesting assistance from the district.

TEXAS STATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
JANUARY 1,2007-SEMIANNUAL REPORT




Annual State Meeting Of Soil And Water ConservationDistrict Directors

The Annual State Meeting of Soil and Water Cong@weDistrict Directors, required in §201.081, Texa
Agriculture Code, convened in Arlington last Octob&here were 98 districts represented, with 255
individual district directors that registered foetmeeting. The total registration was 593.

For the 2007 calendar year, the state meetinghisdsded for October 22-24 in Waco.

Director Mileage And Per Diem

Due to the reductions in staff at the headquad#ise, director mileage and per diem claims are/no
managed directly by districts. The TSSWCB sent ebstnict 75% of their approved allocation (grant).
The remaining 25% will be used as a pool for argeases not covered through the initial allocation
(grant). Field staff will approve each claim befpayment to ensure claims are accurate and comgily w
state statutes and guidelines. The FYO06 state ppption for this program is $325,000.00.

District Technical Assistance Funds

The TSSWCB 2006-2007 Appropriation revised thecatmn method for technical assistance funds. On
September 1, 2005, the TSSWCB began disbursingitdrassistance payments on a reimbursing basis
only. The FYQ6 state appropriation for this progriars1,036,241.00.

Agricultural Water Conservation Grant

Subchapter H funds were appropriated to the TSSW@B the Agricultural Soil and Water
Conservation Account No. 563. Senate Bill 1053 &sthby the 78th Legislature moved the money that
funded Account No. 563 to the TWDB. Account No. 5@8longer exists and funding for what was
Subchapter H grants now comes from the TWDB irfoh@ of competitive agricultural water
conservation grants. The TSSWCB, on behalf of |lect and water conservation districts, appliedn®e
TWDB for grant funding to continue the water consgiion program previously supported by the
subchapter H program. Soil and water conservatistnicts provide technical and planning assistaoce
agricultural producers for implementing conservati@st management practices on their farms and
ranches.

The TSSWCB received an agricultural water cons@majrant of $115,000 from the TWDB for fiscal
year 2004. The funds from the grant were allocttegligible soil and water conservation distrids t
support technical assistance in planning agricaltwater conserving best management practices on
farms and ranches. Eligible best management pescivere those that directly or indirectly produced
water savings and those that reduced erosion,seaHuncreased sedimentation of Texas’ surfacemwat
reservoirs. The grant award of $115,000 supplendeayp@roximately $950,000 in technical assistance
funding allocated to local soil and water conseoratistricts for support of planning and implemniegt
conservation best management practices on farmeaactes.

A total of 197 soil and water conservation dististatewide were eligible and willing to participat
this program. The assistance performed by thesasdiwater conservation districts has resulteahin
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estimated 341,729 ac-ft potential water savingsHerState or approximately 2.97 ac-ft of water
conserved for each agricultural water conservagiamt dollar spent.

The TSSWCB received a second grant of $100,008¢alfyear 2005 under the program. In the second
year, 195 soil and water conservation districtsigpated and achieved over 534,000 ac-ft of paaént
water savings.

District Conservation Assistance Program

District Conservation Assistance funds are appated to the TSSWCB from general revenue funds. Of
the 217 local soil and water conservation distri2i$ districts request to receive an allocatioarfy

from these funds. Local districts receive thesealfuas a dollar for dollar match for money that they
generate locally through various activities. Thealdistricts use this money to pay operationakesps.
The FYO06 state appropriation for this program i$&3864.00.

PROGRAMS & ACTIVITIES OF THE TSSWCB

The services and programs provided by the TSSW@taural Texas farmers and ranchers, but the
results of these services benefit all Texans. eikample, many of the flood control structures naamed

by soil and water conservation districts servertigrt heavily populated areas from flood damagd, a
also prevent sediment from building up in suburbanking water supplies. Another example is the us
of best management practices, implemented thro&BWWCB-certified water quality management plans,
to prevent pesticides, nutrients, bacteria andratbetaminants from impairing Texas waters.

The agency is responsible for numerous naturauresaonservation efforts, the most prominent of
which is serving as the lead state agency for teegmtion, management, and abatement of nonpoint
source pollution resulting from agricultural anbvisultural, or forestry-related, activities. Agesult, the
majority of the agency’s programs and servicestaiimprove and protect water quality. The TSSWCB
is also responsible for water conservation, or matentity. The major existing program addressing
water conservation is the Texas Brush Control Rmogalthough the agency is conducting preliminary
work on a new program that would provide assistaodexas landowners who irrigate cropland from
both ground and surface water sources. The Wates&vation Taskforce, created by Senate Bill 1094
from Senator Duncan, issued a final report to tegitlature recommending a state cost-share prolgeam
implemented through the TSSWCB to assist landowingraplementing best management practices that
conserve water resources. If the agency is askidly develop the new program by the Legislatuire,
would likely be patterned after the Water Qualitahdgement Plan Program created by Senate Bill 503
in 1993. Other responsibilities include preventudisoil erosion, control of floods, maintainingth
navigability of waterways, the preservation of Wfkel protection of public lands, and providing
information to landowners regarding the jurisdioBmf the TSSWCB and the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality related to nonpoint sourcéytion. The TSSWCB has no regulatory functions;
all of the agency’s programs and services are vaftynn nature.

Clean Water Act, 8319(H) Nonpoint Source Grant Progam
Background

Congress enacted Section 319(h) of the Clean WWatan 1987, establishing a national program to
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control nonpoint sources of water pollution. Thrbuection 319(h), federal funds are provided thihoug
the EPA to states for the development and impleatiemt of the State’s Nonpoint Source Management
Program. The 319(h) funding in Texas is dividedndydetween the TCEQ and TSSWCB. The following
report provides an overview of TSSWCB'’s 319(h) pawg status and major ongoing activities.

State Nonpoint Source Management Plan

An approved management plan is a requirement taiving 319 Grant funding. Because the State’s
overall Nonpoint Source Program is jointly admiersd between the Texas Commission on
Environmental Quality (TCEQ) and the TSSWCB, bajkracies recently revised the Texas Nonpoint
Source Management Program Report for the years 2006gh 2010. The report, which went through
extensive public comment and review, was approyetithe® TSSWCB on September 15, 2005, and by
TCEQ on October 26, 2005. The document was aeitlfly the Attorney General’s Office and was
submitted by the Governor to the Regional Admiaistr for U.S. EPA Region 6 on December 15, 2005.
The document was approved by U.S. EPA Region Getanuary 10, 2006.

Project Management

There are currently 66 ongoing 319 projects (Attaeht 2). The $20 million provided to these projects
through Clean Water Act, 8319(h) Nonpoint Sourcar® between 2000 and 2005 is being utilized to
abate NPS pollution from poultry operations andidsj runoff of atrazine from cropland, salt cedar,
watershed planning, groundwater quality improvemassessing sources of bacteria, educational
programs for the forest industry, and many othejguts (Figure 1). Quarterly reports for ongoing
projects were received on July 15, 2006 and OcttbbeP006. To date, project reports have beenvedei
for 100% of the projects. These reports are enteeed-annually into EPA’s Grant Reporting Tracking
System.

Bacteria Groundwater
4% 4%
Implementation

Poultry 17%

7%

Admin & Statewide
9%

WPP
15%

. ! Atrazine

Education 12%
11%

Dairy
10%

Saltcedar
11%

Figure 1.0 TSSWCB active federal 319(h) grantd56r2000 — FY 2005.
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TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD (TMDL) PROGRAM

The 1972 federal Clean Water Act (CWA) 8303(d) respiall states to identify waterbodies that do not
meet water quality standards and are not suppattigig designated beneficial uses. The Texas
Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) subnaitsupdated list of these impaired waterbodies,
called the 303(d) List, to the U.S. EnvironmentadtBction Agency (USEPA) every two years. Once
placed on the 303(d) List, Texas must develop alTdaximum Daily Load (TMDL) for the particular
pollutant that is causing the impairment in a sfpeeraterbody.

A TMDL defines the amount of a pollutant that a evdbdy can assimilate and still meet water quality
standards and support its designated beneficial uBased on this environmental target, a state the
develops an Implementation Plan (I-Plan) prescglihe measures necessary to mitigate anthropogenic
(human-caused) sources of that pollutant in thaéseady. The TMDL and the I-Plan together serve as
the mechanism to reduce the pollutant, restoréuthase of the waterbody and remove it from th&@)
List. USEPA must approve the TMDL, but the I-Ptanty requires state approval.

With authority as the lead agency in Texas for plag, implementing, and managing programs and
practices for abating agricultural and silvicultuxéPS pollution, TSSWCB shares responsibility with
TCEQ to develop TMDLs for the State. TSSWCB caliates on TMDL projects and funds TMDL-
related activities encompassing monitoring, asseesrmodeling, planning, education and
implementation.

The TSSWCB and the TCEQ convened for a joint mgedimd work session on September 27, 2006 to
renew this partnership in cleaning up impaired bsdif water. Commissioners and Board Members
authorized their Executive Directors to sign a sediMemorandum of Agreement on TMDLSs, I-Plans,
and Watershed Protection Plans. This frameworkdtiaboration between the two agencies descrikees th
programmatic mechanisms the agencies will emplaleteelop and implement TMDLSs.

TSSWCB is actively engaged in the implementatioseMeral approved TMDLs and I-Plans with
agricultural or silvicultural NPS components:

Aquilla Reservoir — Atrazine (Approved 2002)

E.V. Spence Reservoir — Salinity (Approved 2001)

North Bosque River — Nutrients (Approved 2002)

TSSWCB is collaborating with stakeholders on theetfgpment of I-Plans for TMDLSs approved by
TSSWCB and TCEQ with agricultural or silvicultutdPS components:
Lake O’ the Pines — Dissolved Oxygen (Approved 2006

Additionally, TSSWCB is actively involved in the vildopment of TMDLs for waterbodies impaired, at
least in part, by agricultural or silvicultural Np8llution:

Adams and Cow Bayous — Bacteria, Dissolved Oxygead,pH

Arroyo Colorado — Dissolved Oxygen

Atascosa River — Bacteria

Clear Creek — Bacteria

Copano Bay and Aransas and Mission Rivers — Bacteri

Dickinson Bayou — Dissolved Oxygen

ElIm and Sandies Creeks — Bacteria and Dissolvedj@xy
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Gilleland Creek — Bacteria

Guadalupe River above Canyon Lake — Bacteria

Leon River below Proctor Lake — Bacteria

Lower San Antonio River — Bacteria

Middle Texas Coast — Bacteria

Oso Bay and Oso Creek — Bacteria and Dissolved @xyg
Peach Creek — Bacteria

Upper Oyster Creek — Bacteria and Dissolved Oxygen
Upper Trinity River — Bacteria

Various TSSWCB Programs, such as the CWA 8319(18 BRant Program or the WQMP Program,
target these waterbodies for abatement projededasal and/or state funding becomes availablees&h
programs are described in detail in other sectidribis Semi-Annual Report. Many of these wateresd
have projects currently in progress implementiregpces to prevent and abate agricultural and
silvicultural NPS pollution.

The TSSWCB and the TCEQ convened for a joint mgedimd work session on September 27, 2006 to
establish a joint technical Task Force on BactENtLs. The Task Force, chaired by Dr. Allan Jones
with the Texas Water Resources Institute, is clehvgéh:

examining approaches other states use to devetbprgtement bacteria TMDLS,

making recommendations on cost- and time-effediM®L development methodologies,

making recommendations on I-Plan development appies including modeling and bacterial source
tracking (BST) methodologies,

evaluating the variety of models and BST methodsranommending under what conditions which
approach is more appropriate, and

describing a science and research roadmap to resheegtainty in what we know about how bacteria
behave under water conditions in Texas.

Other Task Force members include Drs. George Di&@iovwith Texas Agricultural Experiment Station—
El Paso, Larry Hauck with the Texas Institute f@piied Environmental Research, Joanna Mott with
Texas A&M University—Corpus Christi, Hanadi Rifaitivthe University of Houston, Raghavan
Srinivasan with Texas A&M University, and George M/avith the University of Texas at Austin.

The Task Force will complete their assessment epdrt back to the Commission and Board in early
January 2007. Stakeholders with expertise on baatelated issues will have significant opporturidy
provide input to the Task Force during the procesdditionally, local, state, and federal ageneigh
jurisdictions impacting bacteria and water quahiil offer guidance to the Task Force.
Recommendations from the Task Force will be usethbyBoard and the Commission to keep Texas at
the national forefront of implementing water quaprevention and abatement projects that lead to
cleaner water for drinking, swimming, and fishibdpre information on the joint technical Task Foore
Bacteria TMDLs is available &ttp://twri.tamu.edu/bacteriatmdl/

For more information on the TSSWCB Total Maximuml{paoad Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/programs/tmdl.html
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WATERSHED PROTECTION PLAN (WPP) PROGRAM

Watershed Protection Plans (WPPs) are locally-driy@jects that serve as a mechanism for addressing
complex water quality problems that cross multjplesdictions. The goal is to protect unimpaired
surface waters from pollution threats and restamgaired, polluted surface waters. WPPs serveds to

to better leverage the resources of local govertsnstate and federal agencies, and non-governimenta
organizations. WPPs integrate activities and graiimplementation projects based upon techniaaitm
and benefits to the community, promote a unifiegrapch to seeking funding for implementation, and
create a coordinated public communication and dducarogram.

WPPs have a variety of ingredients and can takeyritams. The Texas State Soil and Water
Conservation Board (TSSWCB) sponsors WPPs whidizeiguidelines promulgated by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) in 2003 tiescribe nine elements fundamental to a
potentially successful plan.

TSSWCB provides guidance and technical assistanloeal stakeholder groups in developing and
implementing WPPs through one of four mechanis@se, a TSSWCB Regional Watershed Coordinator|
facilitates the WPP process in watersheds througieir service area. Currently, the Wharton Regio
Office is piloting this method in Southeast and thdDentral Texas. Two, TSSWCB provides financial
assistance through the CWA 8319(h) NPS Grant Pno¢eentities facilitating the WPP process in
specific watersheds with significant agriculturalkdvicultural nonpoint source (NPS) pollutionhrée,
TSSWCB staff provide technical assistance to fitilig entities engaged in WPP projects funded by
other entities such as the Texas Commission onr&@mwviental Quality (TCEQ) and other third parties.
And four, TSSWCB partnerships with Texas Coopeeaixtension and the Texas Water Resources
Institute are resulting in the development of tragrprograms for local stakeholder groups, sucthas
Texas Watershed Steward Program and the Texas $hatePlanning Short Course.

The TSSWCB and the TCEQ convened for a joint mgetmd work session on September 27, 2006 to
renew their partnership in cleaning up impairedie®df water. Commissioners and Board Members
authorized their Executive Directors to sign a sedi Memorandum of Agreement on Total Maximum
Daily Loads, Implementation Plans, and WPPs. Tiaisiéwork for collaboration between the two
agencies describes the programmatic mechanisnagtreies will employ to develop and implement
WPPs.

WPP projects currently sponsored by TSSWCB artiatled through CWA 8319(h) grants to various
entities. Active watershed projects include:

North Bosque River — Brazos River Authority

Buck Creek — Texas Agricultural Experiment Station Texas Water Resources Institute

Concho River — Upper Colorado River Authority arekds Institute for Applied Environmental Research
Lake Granger — Brazos River Authority and Texasi@&gtural Experiment Station

Leon River — Brazos River Authority

Pecos River — Texas Cooperative Extension and Twheser Resources Institute

Plum Creek —Texas Cooperative Extension

TSSWCB is also collaborating on TCEQ sponsored nshesl projects:
Arroyo Colorado — Texas Sea Grant
Bastrop Bayou — Houston-Galveston Area Council
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Caddo Lake — Northeast Texas Municipal Water Qistri

Dickinson Bayou — Texas Sea Grant

Lake Granbury — Brazos River Authority and Texagév&esources Institute
Hickory Creek — City of Denton

Upper San Antonio River — San Antonio River Authri

There are several other WPP projects across tteevgtach are funded and sponsored by other agencies
TSSWCB is patrticipating in these third party walexs projects:

Armand Bayou — Texas Sea Grant and Trust for Palind

Barton Springs — Barton Springs/Edwards Aquifer €ammation District and City of Dripping Spings
Benbrook Lake — Texas Water Resources InstituteTandhnt Regional Water District

Lower and Middle Brazos River — Brazos River Auttyor

Bridgeport Reservoir — Texas Water Resources utstand Tarrant Regional Water District

Caney Creek — Caney Creek Conservation Foundation

Cedar Creek Reservoir — Texas Water Resourcesuieséind Tarrant Regional Water District

Upper Colorado River — Colorado River Municipal \&fabistrict

Eagle Mountian Reservoir — Texas Water Resourcggute and Tarrant Regional Water District
Nueces River — U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Richland-Chambers Reservoir — Texas Water Resolmsagite and Tarrant Regional Water District
Stillhouse Hollow Lake — Lake Stillhouse Hollow @tevater Steering Committee, Inc.

In order to abate agricultural and silvicultural 8!pollution, WPPs will implement components of othe
TSSWCB Programs, such as the WQMP Program or thehBtontrol Program. Additionally, the CWA
8319(h) NPS Grant Program can serve as a fundungesdo implement the agricultural and silvicultura
components of WPPs. These programs are descnlbtail in other sections of this Semi-Annual
Report.

For more information on the TSSWCB Watershed Ptimedlan Program, visit our website at
http://www.tsswcb.state.tx.us/programs/watershed. ht

Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Program

In 1993, the Texas Legislature passed Senate @litbat directed the TSSWCB to implement Water
Quality Management Plans (WQMPSs) in Texas. Th&egéas implemented more than 6000 WQMPs
since the inception of the program.

The WQMP Program is administered from five Regidd#ices around the state. A poultry WQMP
office will open in Nacogdoches in January 200% Regional Offices are:

Dublin Regional Office

Hale Center Regional Office

Harlingen Regional Office

Mount Pleasant Regional Office
Wharton Regional Office

Poultry Program Office (Nacogdoches)
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A WQMP is a site-specific conservation plan devebbfhrough (and approved by) SWCDs for
agricultural or silvicultural lands. The plan indkes appropriate land treatment practices, productio
practices, management measures, technologies dimations thereof. The purpose of WQMPs is to
achieve a level of pollution prevention or abatehtitermined by the TSSWCB, in consultation with
local soil and water conservation districts, tlsatonsistent with state water quality standards.

The TSSWCB selected requirements for a WQMP basdteocriteria outlined in thigield Office
Technical Guide (FOTGx publication of the United States Departmeragriculture's Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).

Nutrient management must be included if nutrienésagplied. If an animal feeding operation is iwveal
(such as an unpermitted dairy), a WQMP will be plahwith practices that individually or in
combination with other practices will properly mgeaanimal wastes. Waste utilization will be
considered when agricultural wastes are applieds@WQMPs also have subcomponents for irrigation
waters, erosion control, and are flexible enougtetier to a wide range of operating systems.

Agricultural and forestry landowners may enter ititese cooperative agreements with their locatidist
to control nonpoint source pollution from their ogions. While the decision to develop a plan is
voluntary, landowners have many reasons to dorsese plans provide for landowners to use best
management practices in their operations to proiedt most precious agricultural resources by
controlling erosion, conserving water, and protegtvater quality. In addition, certified plans bahe
same legal status as Texas Commission on Enviraa@nality (TCEQ) point source pollution permits,
without having to go through that agency’s regulafmrocess. Landowners may also receive financial
incentives to help pay for implementing these plans

It should be noted that an animal feeding operatianis required by law to operate within the coes$
of a water quality permit issued by the TCEQ malpaoticipate in the TSSWCB program.

Water Quality Management Plans are especially ugafanimal feeding operations. Depending onrthei
size, animal feeding operations may be regulateti@iyQ as a point source or are unregulated and
eligible for the TSSWCB'’s voluntary program. Gealby, these feeding operations are classified
according to the number of animals they have, tatled as “animal units”; however, TECQ has adopted
rules that provide if you have or exceed a cemaimber of animals, you will be regulated. Animal
feeding operations with more than the number ahais listed in TCEQ rules must apply for a permit.
Most animal feeding operations in Texas are ngeanough to require a permit, which makes this
program critical to protecting Texas’ water quality

In developing the Water Quality Management Plaa,TBSWCB, SWCDs, and the USDA Natural
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) provide teahassistance to help the landowner meet the
criteria of the plan. A plan establishes practi@ed installations on the farm that adhere to best
management practices specific for that area. Hnews installations that a plan calls for dependhe
operation. A farm may include a combination ofpdamd, dairy cows, poultry, hogs or cattle.

These plans may also include erosion control measauch as terraces or grass waterways; or they may
address nutrient management to help landownersl awair-fertilizing their land, or over-applying amal
waste. Although a plan will take into considerateach farm’s uniqgue components, all WQMPs
generally attempt to control erosion, conserve wated protect water quality.
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Upon TSSWCB certification of a WQMP, a landownerymagply for a financial incentive that will help
pay for implementing the plan. Local districts Basarying rates for sharing the cost of plan
implementation, however cost-share may not excéétl with a maximum $10,000 grant limit per plan.
Landowners receiving financial incentive have agprately are now given a specific time period to
implement conservation practices, otherwise, thpplications are cancelled automatically and timel$u
are reallocated to another plan. This approachfatpevill reduce the amount of lapsed funds.

The TSSWCB allocates money to local districts fioamcial incentives based on whether the area has
impaired water bodies as determined by TCEQ, trafTSSWCB had previously designated it as a
priority. Most of these financial incentives wexgpropriated from General Revenue funds. Somesplan
received financial incentives from federal fundst& appropriations provided to local district$=i¥i05
amounted to $2,226,042.00 to carry out a WQMP sbate program in their district.

In addition to certifying WQMPs to ensure that the}p abate nonpoint source pollution, the TSSWCB
monitors WQMPs to ensure they are properly implesgtnEach year, the TSSWCB conducts status
reviews on a minimum of 10% of the plans. Additibieghnical assistance may be offered to a
landowner when a WQMP is found noncompliant. Inuhikely case that the landowner does not
achieve compliance with the WQMP, the TSSWCB mapeddy the plan.

During FY03, the WQMP Program was administered ftoe\TSSWCB office in Temple. The staff
reductions in the FY04 budget made it necessarthpprogram to be reorganized and the Regional
Offices activities are now coordinated throughtaelingen Regional Office. Additionally, plan
certification authority was shifted from the Tempkadquarters to each regional office. This chasge
already expediting the certification process amtliogng postage expenditures, while maintaining the
integrity and standards of the program.

The last adjustment involved the complaint proce$sch was also administered out of the headqusarter
office during FY03. Headquarters office no longas lan individual to do complaint inspections ard al
complaints are investigated from the appropriatgiéteal Office.

Current Status

There was much activity statewide in the water ipuatanagement program in FY-06. A total of 839
water quality management plans were certified enxddsignated priority areas. All cost-share dsllar
were obligated by 8-31-06. Investigations weredtmted on 12 complaints.

As was reported previously, the strategies impldgeteto address lapsed funds appear to be having an
impact. For the FY-04 funding cycle, there wa8&o4eduction in lapsed funds. It is anticipateat thhe
reduction for the FY-05 cycle will be higher.

Poultry Water Quality Management Plan (WQMP) Initiative

In 1994, the Texas State Soil and Water Consenv&aard (TSSWCB) began assisting poultry
operations with the establishment of the North@asts - Senate Bill 503 Cost-share Area. Sincé 199
over $300,000 of WQMP Program funding has beenigeavannually to six soil and water conservation
districts (SWCDs) in Northeast Texas to addressahieeding operations (AFOs). Shelby SWCD
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began receiving SB 503 funds in FY 2005 and theoydoches SWCD began receiving SB 503 funds in
FY 2007.

In 1995, the TSSWCB initiated three federal Cleaait&¥ Act, 8319(h) projects to demonstrate
composting as a means for dead bird disposal, stifgs, and proper land application of poultttel.

In 1996, the TSSWCB expanded its efforts by initiga composting and marketing project. This effor
to promote the installation of composters and otheans of mortality management on poultry farms
resulted in accelerated WQMP development.

In 1997, the Texas Legislature passed Senate ®ilD lwhich required all poultry farms to have a TEE
approved method of dead bird disposal. The law &dtect in March 1998. However, the rules weré no
adopted and did not take effect until fall 1998wéas during this time that requests for poultry-WEXs
significantly increased due to pursuit of cost-sehfar mandated mortality management. This activity
intensified the TSSWCB'’s poultry initiative.

In 1999, in response to water quality concernsthadnitiation of TMDL development in the Big
Cypress/Lake O’ the Pines watershed, the TSSWCRBrbaging 8319 funds for cost-share in the area in
addition to the Senate Bill 503 cost-share fundsaaly directed to the watershed. The current
implementation process of the TMDL has shown thatWQMP program has resulted in reduced
nutrient loadings in the watershed. Due to rigingcerns in nearby watersheds, the TSSWCB also
included the Sam Rayburn and Toledo Bend Resewatdgrsheds in its initiative in 1999. The TSSWCB
expanded the poultry initiative again in 2001 te Ghonzales area.

Beginning in 2001, seven soil and water consermalistrict (SWCD) technicians were employed under
federal Clean Water A§319 contracts to develop WQMPs in poultry produ@ngas. Six of those
contracts expired in 2004 and the seventh expirddarch 2005. An eight§319 district technician was
hired in 2003 with the Shelby SWCD and that coritvalt expire in August 2007. A ninth position was
hired in October 2006 in Robertson County and t@ottition is pending in Leon County, to help with
WQMP development for the Sanderson Farms expaimsithe \Waco area. As currently contracted, only
4 SWCD technicians are available statewide to tgsils poultry WQMP development and review
during FY 2007 and those contracts are scheduledpwe in August 2007. TSSWCB has submitted a
2008-2009 Legislative Appropriations Request faddlitional FTEs to replace the 4 expiring SWCD
technician positions, so as to continue technissiséance for poultry producers in these areas.

All together, the TSSWCB has focused over $5 nmiliio federal 8319 funding and over $3 million in
state funding to assist poultry operations withtimigeNPS pollution in Texas.

In 2001, the 77 Legislature passed Senate Bill 1339, which reguatkepoultry facilities in Texas to
operate in accordance with a WQMP certified byTB&WCB. The review and certification process
assures the plan includes appropriate practicesagement measures, and schedules of implementation

This law provides a staggered-schedule of deadbgeghich each producer, depending on their initial
date of operation, must have requested the deveppai a WQMP from their soil and water
conservation district. Any commercial poultry figgiconstructed after January 1, 2002 is requtced
have a WQMP prior to the receipt of any birds. @&mmercial poultry facilities are required to have
WQMP no later than January 1, 2008.
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Currently, the TSSWCB is aware of 1428 total dtieti poultry farms, of which 1347 (94%) currently
operate under a certified WQMP. The TSSWCB estmtiat 21 farms need to request a plan before
January 2008. The other estimated 60 farms hagad requested a plan and those plans are inugario
stages of development. However, there is an oggohallenge of identifying new poultry farms
continually being constructed and put into produttnd locating other poultry farms not yet ideatf
Sanderson Farms has announced it will need ab@unhé&®& contract farms in the Waco area to supply a
new processing plant scheduled to open in Augudt? 20 SSWCB staff is already developing WQMPs
for some of these proposed new farms.

Due to changes made by the U.S. Environmental &roteAgency (EPA) to the federal regulations for
concentrated animal feeding operations (CAFOs)Ttheas Commission on Environmental Quality
(TCEQ) adopted a rule change in 2004 that requdrgditter poultry operations larger than 125,000
broilers or pullets, 82,000 layers or breeder§%000 turkeys to operate under a water qualitynger
However, due to a federal court decision by the. @'&Circuit Court of Appeals in February 2005, the
EPA issued a notice that the date by which a pemugt be obtained has been extended to July 3%, 200
Also in compliance with the court decision, the Efefeased additional proposed rule changes in June
2006. Under the proposed new rule, farms thatad@ctually discharge wastes to waters of the bBr&.
not required to apply for permit coverage, thereliyinating the need for dry-litter operations fiply.
EPA expects to have the final rule adopted prialuly 31, 2007. In advance of EPA’s final rule, HQ@
made a rule change in September 2006 to allow CHE©dry-litter poultry farms an exemption to
permitting if they obtain and follow a WQMP cergifl by TSSWCB.

In FY 2007, the TSSWCB Poultry Office, located iadégdoches, continues to develop, update, and
review Water Quality Management Plans for poultiyducers and provide assistance with all issues
related to the Poultry WQMP Program. The PoultiggPam Supervisor and two Natural Resource
Specialists staff the office. Approximately 65@%4) of the estimated 1428 dry-litter poultry farms
Texas are located in an eight-county area surrognidacogdoches. Approximately 33 (5%) of the farms
in those counties still need a WQMP developed. difiee also assists other soil and water consenvat
districts in the state with poultry WQMP developras needed.

The following is a summary of the status of farnmsewide needing a WQMP that TSSWCB is currently
aware of.

Date Due Status Number of Farms

Prior to Bird  Not Signed-up  *"85(Sanderson Farms in Waco Area)
Placement Plans in Progress  (danderson Farms in Waco Area)
1/1/2002 Not Signed-up 0
1/1/2002 Plans in Progress 0
1/1/2003 Not Signed-up 0
1/1/2003 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 0
1/1/2005 Not Signed-up 0
1/1/2005 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 0
1/1/2008 Not Signed-up 21
1/1/2008 Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 28
Unknown Not Signed-up 3
Unknown Plans in Progress and/or Signed-up 14
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Subtotal: 156
Unknown Additional Gonzales area farms* 30

» One integrator in the Gonzales area has indicgiptbaimately 30 farms that are or have been wetatjpas and
required permits will now convert to dry operatiarsl will need WQMPs.

NORTH BOSQUE RIVER WATERSHED INITIATIVE

In 1998 the North Bosque River (Segments 122612%%) was included in the Texas CWA 8303(d) List
of impaired waters under narrative water qualigngiards related to nutrients and aquatic plant girow

In February 2001, the TCEQ adoptBdo Total Maximum Daily Loads for Phosphorus in Nath

Bosque Rivefor segments 1226 and 1255.

The TMDLSs concluded that:

Use of the two segments was “impaired” by heyels of nutrients.

The nutrient of principal concern was solulelactive phosphorus (SRP)

Reduction of SRP of approximately 50% wouldliee the potential for problematic
algal growth in the river.

The major controllable sources of nutrientheNorth Bosque River basin were
municipal wastewater treatment plants (WWTa?&) NPS pollution from dairy waste
application fields (WAFs).

In December 2002, both the TCEQ and the TSSWCBtaddm Implementation Plan for Soluble
Reactive Phosphorus in the North Bosque River \Waéel The four basic elements of phosphorus
control identified in the plan were:

Phosphorus application rates in WAFs.

Reduced phosphorus diet for dairy cows tocgediie phosphorus content of dairy
wastes.

Removing approximately half of the dairy-gexted manure from the North Bosque
River watershed for use or disposal outsidinefwatershed.

Effluent limits on phosphorus for municipalstewater treatment plants.

Before and since the adoption of the I-Plan, thEW&B TMDL Program has been actively working on
numerous projects and programs designed to aBsisigricultural community in meeting its
recommendations and requirements. Clean Wateg2t®(h) Grant Program funding has been used
extensively to assist in the development and implaation of the North Bosque River TMDL.
Currently, seven CWA 8319(h) funded projects atevaky assisting the implementation of the North
Bosque River TMDL. All of the efforts explainedtine following discussions are in support of the
TMDL and the I-Plan.

DAIRY MANURE EXPORT SUPPORT (DMES) PROGRAM

The Dairy Manure Export Support (DMES) program ckmam a remarkable achievement: As of
November 30, 2006, over one million sixty-eightukand tons (1,068,000) of manure have been
removed from North Bosque and Leon watershed daamel transported to commercial composting
operations. The initial goal of the DMES progransvwa export 300,000 tons of manure from
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participating dairy farms from November 2000 throdctober 2003. That benchmark was exceeded in
less than two years.

The TSSWCB initiated the Dairy Manure Export SupgBMES) program in an effort to bring an
innovative solution to the problem of elevated gitasus levels in the North Bosque and Leon River
Watersheds. The DMES program offers financial miees to commercial manure haulers to support the
transport of raw manure from dairy farms in the tNddosque and Leon River Watersheds to commerciall
composting operations. The raw manure is thenorga through a composting process so it may be put
to beneficial use. Entities such as the Texas Deyeat of Transportation and municipalities, as \asl|
agricultural producers and the general public ameesof the target purchasers of the composted ptodu
The TCEQ, TSSWCB'’s partner in the overall regiguralgram, provides rebates to these target
purchasers to facilitate the development of a susbde market. The export of this surplus manare(

the nutrients contained in the manure) will heldrads concerns regarding potential NPS water gualit
impacts associated with traditional on-farm langl@ation of manure in the region.

Overall DMES program management is controlled tghothe TSSWCB. The TSSWCB has contracted
everyday activities to the Texas Institute for ApgIEnvironmental Research (TIAER) at Tarleton &tat
University. In April 2001, TIAER subcontracted nyasspects of the program to the Foundation for
Organic Resources Management (FORM), which wasicepl by imanage, LLC in July 2003. Through
FORM, and later imanage, LLC, the DMES programiteen managed at the local level through a
DMES program office located in Stephenville, Texasie TSSWCB has contracted TIAER to manage
the program through August 31, 2007.

Participation requirements for dairies include lgdimcated in the North Bosque and/or Leon River
Watersheds. Dairies must have (or have appligdafdiSSWCB—certified Water Quality Management
Plan or a TCEQ water quality permit and an approwgdent utilization plan. Each composting fagili
must be compliant with all state regulations regag@ompost facilities and be approved for paratign
in TCEQ’s Composted Manure Incentive Project (CMIRjanure haulers must attend a workshop
convened by the TSSWCB'’s contractor and obtainnel@enumber from the Texas State Comptroller
and authorize direct deposit.

Individual hauling jobs are coordinated through omrarhaulers that make arrangements with dairies and
commercial composting operations. A manure hatderpletes a job notification form, which is then
submitted to the DMES office for approval. Oncerapal is received, the manure hauler performs the
work and submits an invoice to the DMES office, evhis signed by a representative of the dairy,
accompanied by load tickets signed by a represeatat the composting facility, and a scale tictat

each load. The DMES office prepares semi-monthiplbarsement request summaries, has them
approved by TIAER, and then submits them to theWWE8B for payment. Because the TSSWCB is
using CWA 8319(h) funding from the U.S. EnvironnmarRRrotection Agency (EPA), the TSSWCB must
then request that the funds be released from ERAetd SSWCB. The TSSWCB then issues
reimbursements via direct deposit to the manuréehau

Starting October 1, 2005, the DMES program was idexiadditional federal and state appropriatioms fo
one additional year. This would have resultednread date of September 30, 2006. However, because
there is significant funding remaining for the prag, TSSWCB staff has conducted communications
with the Texas Legislature and the EPA. The denigias made to carry the program forward at the
current incentive rate through August 31, 2004rdil funding is exhausted.
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COMPREHENSIVE NUTRIENT MANAGEMENT PLAN (CNMP) PROGR AM

The TSSWCB Comprehensive Nutrient Management Pign@NMP) Program was developed in
response to a control measure recommended inRlanlfor the North Bosque River TMDL for Soluble
Reactive Phosphorus. The I-Plan recommended tirgtgtaducers in the watershed voluntarily develop
and implement a CNMP, however, the Texas CommissioEnvironmental Quality (TCEQ) adopted a
rule that makes the recommendation a requiremBmis program is confined to the North Bosque River
and Leon River Watersheds by TSSWCB rule.

A CNMP is a resource management plan containingaping of conservation practices and
management activities which, when combined intoraservation system, will help ensure that both
agricultural production goals and natural resowacerns dealing with nutrient and organic by-poisiu
and their adverse impacts on water quality areeaedtl. A CNMP incorporates practices to utilize aadim
manure and organic by-products as a beneficiaureso The TSSWCB selected requirements for a
CNMP based on the TCEQ rules and regulations reddar permitted and unpermitted animal feeding
operations and criteria outlined in the Field Gdfitechnical Guide (FOTG), a publication of the Edit
States Department of Agriculture's Natural Resaif@enservation Service (NRCS). The FOTG
represents the best available technology andesdyrtailored to meet the needs of soil and water
conservation districts all over the nation. Tocketified by the TSSWCB, the local SWCD, the prashic
and the local NRCS Field Office must approve a CNMP

As of December 1, 2006, the TSSWCB has certifiedf26e 86 CNMPs that have been submitted for
approval. The TSSWCB, NRCS, and the Texas Assoaiat Dairymen have held numerous meetings
with dairy producers and technical service prowsdg#nce January 2006 in an effort to facilitate
development and submittal.

Texas Atrazine Initiative

Background

Atrazine is a pre-emergent herbicide primarily usedontrol broadleaf and grassy weeds in corn and
sorghum. Since it went on the market in 1958, & bh@acome the most widely used herbicide in theddnit
States.

It is classified as a restricted use herbicidetduts potential for groundwater contamination.dnsistent
with its restricted use designation, it is commdiolynd in Weed and Feednd other home and garden
products, making it not only an agricultural issiiet an urban issue as well.

Atrazine, a chlorinated triazine herbicide, acta ahotosynthesis inhibitor. It is nontoxic to hurea
having about the same toxicity as table salt. $t i@ adverse reproductive effects. It's not teramogor
mutagenic. Only low levels of bioaccumulation ma&yexpected in fish organs. It is nontoxic to biadsl
only slightly toxic to aquatic life.

Atrazine is, however, a possible human carcino@dass C). Due to this, a Maximum Contaminant Level
(MCL) of 3 ug/L (micro-grams per liter) has been establishedifiished drinking water. A micro-gram
would equate to 0.000,001 grams per liter of water.
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Atrazine is persistent in the environment, havirfgpla half-life of 60 days. It is moderately solabn
water and is not removed from drinking water byvantional water treatment methods. Activated
carbon, ozonation, cation exchange, and UV treatmethods must be used to remove it from drinking
water.

Because of its persistence, solubility, and widea@ruse, Atrazine is commonly found in surface wate
A 1993-95 US Geological Survey (USGS) study of ipeits in urban and agricultural streams in the
Trinity River Basin found Atrazine in 100% of samaplfrom both sources. This suggests that Atrazgine i
both an agricultural and urban problem. The coma#ions in the agricultural streams were, however,
greater than the concentrations in the urban sgeam

Development of the Texas Approach

In Texas, testing of Atrazine in drinking water bagn 1993. However, the method used only had a
detection limit of 3ug/L, and little detection was observed. In 199@, state began using EPA (testing)
Method 525.2, which has a much lower detectiontlbr®653ug/L. Once the state began using this new
(testing) method, numerous detections began apgearound the state in both surface and groundwater
supplies. Between 1996 and 1999, Atrazine was tistéic 69 water supplies around the state. In smfdit
to drinking water monitoring, some raw water monitg for Atrazine has been performed, but it has
been infrequent and project specific.

In 1995, due to a detection of Qu@/L in Marlin City Lake, the Marlin City Manager otacted the
TCEQ-Source Water Assessment and Protection (SW&si) for assistance. The City of Marlin and
TCEQ-SWAP team then approached EPA for federastassie. In 1996, Marlin City Lake was
designated an EPA Region 6 Pilot Source Water ioteProgram project.

To deal with the growing number of Atrazine detecs around the state, TCEQ-SWAP formed an
“Atrazine Steering Committee” in 1997 (later, treranittee was renamed the “Surface Water Protection
Committee). Committee membership consisted of B8WCB, the TDA, Texas A&M University,
Novartis, the USDA- NRCS, the USDA-Agricultural Resch Service (ARS), the Texas Farm Bureau,
the Brazos River Authority, and municipal repreaéines. The committee’s goal was to develop a
strategy to address the numerous detections ozigan drinking water in a proactive manner thiioug
BMP implementation and public education.

In 1998, nine reservoirs were listed as impactedtogzine on the 8303(d) List. One of these, Aguill
Reservoir was listed as impaired by Atrazine. Tirenmg annual average at the Aquilla Water Supply
District’s treatment plant for the second quartiet @97 through the first quarter of 1998 was dgiL,
violating the drinking water standard |{8/L) and triggering the listing of Aquilla Reservais an
impaired water of the state. The other eight resesyLake Bardwell, Joe Pool Lake, Marlin City leak
Lake Lavon, Lake Tawakoni, Richland Chambers Lalkée Waxahachie, and Big Creek Lake, were
listed as threatened by Atrazine.

Following the listing of these reservoirs on th®3@l) List, the state began developing and implémgn
an initiative to remediate the Atrazine threats smgairments consisting of:

Performing a standard TMDL in Aquilla Reservoir

Building on the Source Water Protection Programarlin City Lake

Performing targeted monitoring and implementing BMi#®the 7 threatened lakes
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Implementation of the Atrazine Initiative

The Aquilla TMDL was initiated in November 1998 whs a cooperative effort among the Texas
Agricultural Experiment Station (TAES), Texas Cogive Extension (TCE), Texas Department of
Agriculture, Texas A&M University, TCEQ, TSSWCB, XIS, Novartis, and local stakeholders. Over
$500,000 was provided for the Aquilla and Marlimjects through PPG funds, §8319(h), 604(b), Source
Water Protection, TCEQ GR, and in-kind contribusioB8takeholder committees were formed for the
Marlin and Aquilla projects. Training for pesticidgplicators, demonstration of BMPs, and
TEX*A*SYST was provided by the TAES in cooperatianth the TCE. The Texas Agricultural
Experiment Station conducted monitoring in the Aguand Marlin Watersheds. SWAT modeling of the
watershed was completed as an in-kind contribwgféort of NRCS, TDA, and TCEQ. Economic
analyses of the implementation of BMPs on farmisath watersheds were also completed by the TAES.

The TMDL for Atrazine in Aquilla Reservoir was adeg by the TSSWCB and TCEQ in March 2001,
and was revised in June 2002 in response to consrfremd the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
The implementation plan was approved by the TSSVEGBTCEQ in January 2002. Region 6 of the
EPA approved the TMDL on October 30, 2002.

The TMDL stated that a load reduction of approxeha5% would result in attainment of the water
guality standards.

The environmental target set for measuring theesgcof the TMDL implementation plan is a running
annual average concentration of Atrazim¢he reservoithat does not exceed 3uQ/L for two
consecutive years.

The TCEQ and the TSSWCB had the leadership rol@snjglementing the project, as well as for
developing the TMDL. The key groups involved in iempenting the plan at the local watershed level
were agricultural producers and city governmenegiénally, the key partners were Aquilla Water
Supply District, the Woodrow-Osceola Water Suppbyfdration, the Hill County Appraisal District, and
the Hill County-Blackland Soil and Water ConsergatDistrict. The Texas Cooperative Extension (TCE)
and the Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA) ateplemented aspects of the project. The U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, the federal agency that owdsoperates the lake, also cooperated.

Since the source of the Atrazine was known, sortieities were initiated before the TMDL and its
implementation plan were complete. In 1998, the ISRGtablished the Aquilla EQIP Priority Area. From
1998-2003, the NRCS obligated over $2 million tgpiement BMPs in the Aquilla Watershed. Along
with the EQIP funding, the TSSWCB initiated a 83it6ject in 1999 to provide cost-share and technical
assistance through the Hill County-Blackland SWGRncourage the implementation of BMPs in the
Aquilla Watershed to reduce sediment and pestitideff from corn and sorghum farms.

In 1999, Aquilla area farmers formed a Producerséhe Action Committee. Meetings featured
speakers on water quality topics and training astipiee application. The Producers Committee
developed a list of BMPs recommended for use imthiershed, and composed a questionnaire to
document adoption of BMPs over time. In additidre tommittee met with pesticide dealers to increase
dealers’ awareness of the problem and to gain #ssistance. The practice to incorporate herbigites
the soil upon application was already adopted lmuaB3% of area producers at the end of the feary
and reached nearly 100% by the third year of tlogept.
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In the seven threatened lakes, targeted monthlytororg was conducted near water supply intakes to
verify the level of impairment and provide baseldaa for future actions. Texas A&M University
conducted the analysis. Water quality sampling ootetl by the TCEQ was used to measure the
effectiveness of the practices. In addition, Symaea private corporation that markets Atrazine,
continued its voluntary pesticide-monitoring pragrevith the area’s public water suppliers.

Partners in the program include the TSSWCB, the Qe TDA, the TPWD, the Texas Agricultural
Experiment Station (TAES), the TCE, and the fedBliatural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS).
Several other agencies and interested partiesimestred, including the EPA, the Brazos River
Authority, the Sabine River Authority, the AquiNaater Supply District, and Syngenta (formerly
Novartis), a private corporation.

Monitoring was completed in August 2003, with thixeeption of Bardwell and Lake Waxahachie. The
City of Waxahachie continues to sample these lekebtain the needed 36 monthly samples.

Technical and financial assistance was providembto and sorghum farmers to implement BMPs in the
seven lakes watersheds through 12 TSSWCB 8319gsdjended by EPA, over $4.1 million in cost
share and TA was provided to farmers through SWC2sionstrations, monitoring, and modeling were
also conducted through TSSWCB 319 projects to sugmal evaluate the implementation of BMPs in
the seven threatened lakes. Through the TSSWCRBRifam, almost $4.6 million has been obligated to
address the Atrazine issues in the seven threatekesl

In 2000, the Little River was listed as threatehgditrazine. In response to this listing, the TSSBVC
initiated two 319 projects in 2002 to provide teiclahand financial assistance to the area to addhes
threat. These efforts were continued in 2003 withgrovision of additional funding. Over $1.1 naHiin
319 funding has been provided to encourage BMPamphtation.

Atrazine Initiative Results — A Success Story

As a result of the Atrazine Initiative, Atrazinenm@ntrations in Aquilla Reservoir have been reduoed
safe levels. Between 1998 and 2003, Atrazine cdratgons in Aquilla Reservoir have been reduced by
approximately 60%, to amounts lower than thoseireduor treated drinking water. There have also
been no Atrazine concentrations higher than tlmwalble amount at the Aquilla Water Supply Distsct’
drinking water treatment plant. Monitoring will lsentinued on a quarterly schedule to ensure that
Atrazine concentrations remain at a safe level. Bs implemented to help reduce the level of
Atrazine are under contract for five years andag las they are maintained, the level of detectable
Atrazine should remain below standards.

Monitoring by TCEQ indicates that Atrazine concatitns in five of the seven lakes have been reduced
to levels that warrant their reclassification frtimeatened. Those lakes are now attaining thes asa
source for treated drinking water.

The other two lakes, Bardwell and Waxahachie Resexvare still being monitored. However, trends in

those two reservoirs indicate that they, too, milllonger be classified by the TCEQ as threatenddrw
the next six months.

Coastal Management Program
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BACKGROUND

The Texas Coastal Management Program (CMP) watedréacoordinate state, local, and federal
programs for the management of Texas coastal reseufhe program brings in federal Coastal Zone
Management Act (CZMA) funds to Texas state andllensties to implement projects and program
activities for a wide variety of purposes. The Gab€oordination Council (CCC) administers the CMP
and is chaired by the Commissioner of the GLOoihprises the chair or appointed representatives fro
the TPWD, the TCEQ, the TWDB, TxDOT, a member @&f Trexas State Soil and Water Conservation
Board, a member of the RRC, the director of theaBeX&M University Sea Grant Program and four
gubernatorial appointees. These members are sglkecpeovide fair representation for all aspects
concerning coastal issues.

The Council is charged with adopting uniform gaatsl policies to guide decision-making by all easti
regulating or managing natural resource use withenTexas coastal area. The Council reviews
significant actions taken or authorized by statenages and subdivisions that may adversely affeastal
natural resources to determine their consistently the CMP goals and policies. In addition, the
Council oversees the CMP Grants Program and thél Bosiness and Individual Permitting Assistance
Program.

The Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization AmendmentsA/Z), Section 6217, requires each state with an
approved coastal zone management program to deadtxerally approvable program to control coastal
nonpoint source pollution. The Texas CCC appoiat€bastal Nonpoint Source Pollution Control
Program workgroup to develop this document. Thaeddat Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency jgiatiminister the program. In Texas, two agencies
hold primary responsibility for the program’s dey@inent and implementation: the Texas Commission
on Environmental Quality and the TSSWCB.

Section 6217 calls for implementation of managemeasdsures (86217(g) measures or (g) measures) that
will control significant nonpoint sources of poll to coastal waters. Six source categories are
addressed by these measures: agriculture, foresbrgn and developing areas, marinas, wetlandiaipar
areas, and hydro modification. States can use teryapproaches combined with existing state
authorities to achieve implementation of managemesdsures. However, if the voluntary mechanisms
are not effective, states must have backup enfaneauthorities in place to ensure that management
measures are implemented.

Texas submitted the Texas Coastal Nonpoint Sousttetidn Control Program to EPA and NOAA in
December 1998. In October 2000, Texas submittedétixas Coastal NPS Control Program 15-year
Program Strategy and FY 2001-2005 Implementatian.PI

Final findings were issued by NOAA/EPA in July 2083ich contained conditional approval of the
program. The agricultural and silvicultural portsoof the program were approved without conditions.

CURRENT STATUS

The TSSWCB is responsible for implementing theadtural and silvicultural management measures of
the program. The main mechanism we have for thisesState’s cost-share program for implementing
Water Quality Management Plans on farms and ranitinesgh local soil and water conservation dissrict
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(SWCD). For over seven years, more than $300,0@0abé¢ funds has been spent annually in the coastal
zone districts to provide cost-share to implem@&#&11Water Quality Management Plans.

In addition to state funding, Texas receives §62hding from NOAA for implementing the Coastal
Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. For salvgears, SWCDs in the Coastal Management Zone
have received grants from NOAA’s 86217 Implementatunds to install agricultural management
measures through the TSSWCB Water Quality ManageRian program. This has been very effective
in expanding Texas’ effort in carrying out the a&gfiural portion of its coastal nonpoint sourcegreom.

In March 2004, NOAA issued final guidance for thegram funds. The guidance no longer allows these
funds to be used to implement agricultural bestagament practices on private lands. As a result,
federal funding is no longer available for SWCDsmplement agricultural management measures
beginning in FYO06. In addition, the FY05 NOAA budget the Coastal Nonpoint Source Pollution
Control Program funding by 70%. The FY05 amounta&ereceived was only $112,000. The amount of
FYO06 funding for coastal nonpoint source pollutammtrol programs was only $102,000.

In the meantime, our Water Quality Management Blagram in the coastal management zone
continues.

Implementation of the silvicultural management nuees in the coastal zone is through a CWA 8319
grant from the TSSWCB to the Texas Forest Service.

Information Technology

PC Hardware Upgrade

The last half of 2006 saw the completion of thenagts largest PC upgrade, in which the oldest aostm
problematic PCs were replaced with more capableaeable hardware. Prior to this upgrade, a large
percentage of the agency's production PCs wereustantially deteriorated state, risking unacapt
levels of downtime.

Each of the machines replaced was at or, in mastsgaignificantly beyond the PC life cycle
recommendations from the Texas Department of Inftion Resources (DIR).

All purchases were made in accordance with statealad DIR guidelines through a DIR-approved
vendor. Most purchases were made using DIR's Bapdeit Program, which resulted in substantial cost
savings during the purchase phase of this project.

Network Migrations Bring Cost Savings and IncreaBaddwidth

Also in the later half of 2006, the agency begaditectly benefit from the growing digital subseitdine
(DSL) service areas of telecommunications companiéise state. The agency converted two of its
fractional T1 frame relay wide are network conmausi to DSL, simultaneously realizing significansco
savings and increases in available bandwidth.

The first two offices to have completed the migratare located in Harlingen and Wharton where
monthly costs for the new DSL lines are expectaaeto80 percent savings when compared to the obsts
the previous frame relay connections. Additionalhg offices are profiting from an increase in @ao
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bandwidth of between 50 to 100 percent and aneas® in available download bandwidth of between
500 to 1,600 percent.

Future migrations from frame relay to DSL are tasbkeduled for offices in Hale Center, Mount Pleasa
and Dublin. Until recently, frame relay was theyoway to bring broadband connectivity to the sites
involved in this project.

The sole expense for this project thus far has belated to the purchase of the telecommunications
service. The agency uses commodity PCs poweregdry source software to operate its routers and
provide office network services, resulting in naegral costs for software, service or support.

Each of these telecommunication services were eadjtiirough a vendor approved by the Texas
Department of Information Resources.

Keeping Track of It All -- Network Calendar Trial

In December, the IT Department rolled out a newvnek calendar capability to help the agency's
nonpoint source team keep track of the projecdidees and meetings that employees are a pant of i
their work across the state.

This project was built to be secure, standards¢basd to leverage the power of open source proj€cts
the server, WebDAYV is used to hold data in a semaener where it is accessible to authorized ugans.
the client side, employees subscribe to, and pubktwork calendars using Lightning, a still relaty
new open source calendar extension to the opegesdinunderbird email client used by most agency
employees.

The project is still in trial phase, though initresponses have been positive. If the network dalen
capability proves to be a viable and productiveriset it will be offered to other agency departnsent

As this project was built completely from freelyagiable open source software, it has resulted inasb
to the agency for software, licensing or externiglprt.

TSSWCB IT Support — Electronic Help Desk Support

The IT department completed the roll-out of an etetc help desk application designed to help Hifst
track feature requests and trouble tickets throughlh areas of the agency's information technology
operations.

Th system allows all agency employees to self-tegguests and trouble tickets. Additionally, it
provides a new avenue for staff to make requedtsdmiof normal business hours and offers a vaduabl
auditing tool for the IT staff. The application @lgrovides IT staff a secure repository from which
requests may continue to be addressed during timesolving workloads.

This application was implemented entirely with ogeunrce software and resulted in no cost to the
agency for software, licensing or outside support.

Wireless Networking Protocol Upgrade
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Taking advantage of the continuing improvementseicurity and and bandwidth in wireless local area
networking, the agency upgraded its Harlingen effidrastructure to provide the now widely avaibl
802.11g wireless networking standard, in additmthe older 802.11b.

The bandwidth increases afforded by this upgrade peovided significant improvements for technical
staff working with large graphic information systditles over the network. Based on positive expeaxésn
in Harlingen and previously in Hale Center, thedBpartment is planning to upgrade other agencygedfi
in the future.

Slowing the Mounting Tide of Unsolicited Commeré&aiail with Greylisting

In November, the IT department deployed a maileseapplication to implement greylisting -- a new
weapon to combat the ever-increasing deluge of gpasvlicited commercial email) being processed by
the agency email systems.

In tests performed by the IT department, greylgteduced the volume of spam needing to be filteregd
by agency systems by 89 percent. This saves vasgtem resources for other work and represents a
substantial security enhancement, as an increasmagint of malicious code is being delivered through
spam messages.

Greylisting works by temporarily rejecting the firmail a user outside the agency network sends.
Properly configured, legitimate mail servers aremegatively impacted by this and will deliver timeail
(usually a few minutes) later when it is then atedby agency systems. Most spam mail is not
redelivered, thus this simple technique blocks gehamount of spam.

Once a mail has been accepted, the sender's faaile will not be temporarily rejected again (usles
they don't send additional mail within 90 days).

Greylisting was implemented at the TSSWCB usinghagmurce software that resulted in no cost to the
agency for software, licensing or external support.

Public Information /Education Report FY06

General Overview

The purpose of the public information/educationgpam is to provide leadership and coordination of
information/education programs relating to the ayeamd district programs, services, operations and
resources. The TSSWCB prepares and disseminatés piibrmation relative to the agency and district
functions, programs, events and accomplishmenthépublic and to farmers and ranchers. TSSWCB
staff coordinates seminars, conferences, workslibgglays at trade shows and training for district
directors and district bookkeepers, conservatiafgssionals, youth groups and other entities. Staff
provides guidance to districts with their own indival information/education programs as well as
regional and state information/education programtgated by districts. Staff prepares and dissetema
press releases, news stories and printed prombpooducts. The TSSWCB monitors the use of the
publications and use of information. Staff représd¢ne agency as needed with various
information/education groups and entities. The T&BMas a cooperative agreement with the
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Association of Texas Soil and Water Conservatiostridits to provide assistance and help coordinate
district involvement and participation with Assdaa’s Information/Education Committee and its
programs.

2006 Summer Teacher Workshops

Several teacher workshops are held each summegdohers interested in conservation and natural
resource issues. The workshops are held in vaparis of the state in cooperation with the TSSWCB.
The Texas Environmental Education Advisory Committethe Texas Education Agency approves the
content of these workshops, sponsored by the TSSVA€ RN approved Environmental Education
Professional Development Provider teachers aretalget credit hours toward their required contirgui
education units (CEUSs), while experiencing nature the outdoors.

Pedernales SWCD hosted a Teachers Workshop in@ol@i/, Texas at the Franklin Family Ranch on
June 13-15, 2006. Topics included grass manageswls, water cycle, plants in the Texas hill doyn
wildlife biology, and prescribed burning.

2006 Texas Conservation Awards Program

Each year, the Texas State Soil and Water Consamabard and the Association of Texas Soil and
Water Conservation Districts co-sponsor the Texass€rvation Awards Program to recognize and honoq
those who dedicate themselves and their taleriteetoonservation and wise use of renewable natural
resources. The 2007 Awards Program currently ur@emarks the 29 year of this joint program.

Local districts select their outstanding individsiak winners and submit them by mid-February eaah y
for regional judging. Those selected as regionahets are honored each May at regional Awards
Banquets. From these regional winners, a stateewiisrselected for the Outstanding Conservation
Districts, Outstanding Conservation Teacher, PdStartest, and the Essay Contest. These individuals
invited to the Annual State Meeting for recognition

The conservation awards program provides competéral incentives to expand and improve
conservation efforts, resource development, anegase the wise utilization of renewable natural
resources. As a result, soil and water conservaligtnicts, and both rural and urban citizens ofdsare
benefited.

Soil and water conservation districts may enteir floeal recognition honorees in any of 10 categ®ri
(East Texas has an additional category of For€xtryservationist), depending on appropriatenedseo t
category description. For the youth of the disttiicere is also a poster and essay contest. Thgarats
and a brief description of each are:

Outstanding Conservation District

Awarded to the winning soil and water conservati@trict in each area for the most outstanding oy
during the past fiscal year.
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Resident Conservation Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatiaohar in each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform ranching activities within thesttict and be a cooperator with the district frofmai the
entry was submitted. The rancher may have othgnbss or professional interests.

Resident Conservation Farmer

Awarded to the outstanding resident conservatioméain each area. They must be a resident of the
district, perform farming activities within the tliet and be a cooperator with the district fromieththe
entry was submitted. The farmer may have otheinbas or professional interests.

Absentee Conservation Farmer/Rancher

Awarded to the outstanding absentee conservatramefaor rancher in each area. They must reside
outside the district, but operate farming or ranghactivities within the district and be a cooperatith
the district from which the entry was submittecheTperson may have other business or professional
interests.

Water Quality Management Plan

Awarded to the outstanding Water Quality Managen®am recipient in each area. They must be a
district cooperator who has a district approved &v&uality Management Plan and has incorporated
water quality into their farming or ranching acties and soil and water conservation work.

Essay Contest —Two Categories (Those 13 and uaddrthose 14 to 18 years of age)

Essays (topic: “Celebrate Conservation”) are teutamitted to local soil and water conservationriditst
for local judging. Each local district will judgbe entries and submit three essays to the TSSWCB f
competition on the area level. Plaques will beraed to 1, 2'@ and 3 place winners on the area level
and state winners will be selected from the aremens. This contest is open to students, in two
categories, one for those ages 13 and under, anathler category for those ages 14 to 18 yeargef a
and does not jeopardize Texas University Interstm League eligibility.

Poster Contest

Posters should address one of the following sutijettood for the Future” or “The Living Soil”. Bters
shall be submitted to local soil and water conggaadistricts for local judging. Each local distrwill
judge the entries and submit three posters to 88\WCB for competition on the area level. Plaquils w
be awarded to the’12" and & place winners on the area level and state winmirbe selected from
the area winners. This contest is open to studéftgears and under, and does not jeopardize Texas
University Interscholastic League eligibility.

Business/Professional Individual

Awarded to the outstanding man or woman in ther®ss community who has rendered the most
unselfish conservation service in each area. Reptatives of the news media (radio, television,
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newspaper, magazines, etc) who contribute to angecsupport for conservation shall also be consile
eligible for this award. (This award is not fodimidual conservation practices or individuals who,
because of employment, assist with or augment tivk of the soil and water conservation district.)

Conservation Teacher

Awarded to the outstanding teacher of conservati@thools in each area. Teachers of all gradedev
are eligible for this award.

Wildlife Conservationist

Awarded to the outstanding wildlife conservatiommseach area. They must be a district cooperaiar
has incorporated wildlife conservation into thairrhing and ranching activities.

Conservation Homemaker

Awarded to the outstanding conservation homemakeach area. The homemaker and or family must
own or operate a farm or ranch, be a district ccatpe and have knowledge of the conservation progra
being implemented.

Conservation District Employee

Awarded to the outstanding soil and water consematistrict employee who exhibits a degree of
knowledge, skill, ability, and leadership that clgaesults in superior job performance far abdwe t
basic requirements of the position.

Forestry Conservationist (Area IV only)

Awarded to the outstanding forestry conservatidimisthe most outstanding farm forestry conservatio
program in the commercial forest areas of TexaseyTmust be a district cooperator or an individuad
has implemented conservation practices on thed ¢éamdl has done missionary work for conservation and
the district program.

Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest

The Soil & Water Stewardship Public Speaking Cdrigespen to high school FFA students interested in
conservation. The contest is aimed at broadenumests' interest and knowledge of conservation and
how individuals must depend on and take care oivibiéd around them for survival. The contest is
coordinated through the Texas FFA, with contesthatocal, area and state level. Local winners
compete in the 10 state FFA areas and those wicoenpete for the state title. The theme of the 2006
contest is “Water Wise.”

To prepare for the contest, students were to comsti their Agriculture Science teacher and woiikhw
their local soil and water conservation distridud&nts are encouraged to visit with their local@Wo
find out more about conservation practices in thesa.
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This project is a partnership between the Texas, Hi@Vocational Agriculture Teacher's Associatdn
Texas, The Texas State Soil and Water ConservBiiand, and the Association of Texas Soil and Water
Conservation Districts. The State Winner of thd 8od Water Stewardship Public Speaking Contest is
invited to attend the Annual State Meeting eachr ged asked to deliver their winning address.

Wildlife Alliance For Youth

The Wildlife Alliance for Youth (WAY) contests off@pportunities at the local district level for 4add
FFA students to demonstrate their knowledge obtitdoors on wildlife habitat and management,
wildlife laws, sportsmanship and other factual miation on wildlife. The program offers scholarshtp
contest winners. It is a powerful tool for studeimi$ecome involved in conservation and obtain an
appreciation for wildlife.

Agriculture Science students, who compete in theYWJontest, first acquire the foundational knowledge
and skills for this event through the Agscience 38ildlife and Recreation Curriculum. The WAY
contests address the following nine subject are&¥iidlife and Recreation Management: Wildlife Rlan
Identification; Wildlife Plant Preferences; WilddiBiological Facts; Wildlife Habitat; Habitat
Management; Game Laws; Hunter and Boater Safetyygass and Pacing; and Identification
Techniques. Students should have an understantithgse subject areas before they compete.

The WAY contests are held in the five Texas Statié&hd Water Conservation Board areas. Area IV
(East Texas) holds their contest in the fall. Ave@orth Central), Area | (Panhandle), Area Il (Wes
Texas) and Area lll (South Texas) all hold theintests in the spring. Each team is certified eodflea
level by their local SWCD. The WAY State Contesheld each year in one of the geographical areas o
the state. About 600 high school students pagteijn the statewide competition.

The TSSWCB is the lead agency in sponsoring ananmzgg the contests. The Association of Texas
Soil and Water Conservation Districts, USDA- NatiRasources Conservation Service, Texas Parks ang
Wildlife Commission, Cooperative Extension serviard the Texas Education Agency, along with local
soil and water conservation districts (SWCD), alitper in the success of the youth organization.

State Woodland Clinic and Contest

The Texas State Woodland Clinic and Contest is &efdually in the month of April. It is a joint eft
between local soil and water conservation distri8tephen F. Austin University School of Foresing a
the NRCS-USDA.

The contest is an opportunity for 4-H and FFA yadistilemonstrate their expertise in different aspett
forestry management and skills in identificatiometded practices and management techniques.
Competition is between teams composed of four mesnepresenting either a 4-H Club or a FFA
Chapter. Prior to the state contest several las#dicts conduct contests for 4-H Clubs and FFA [itaes
within their district and the surrounding area.

The contest began in the late 1950s and was gutiay local SWCDs and timber industry personnel to
develop forestry and woodland curriculum in schaolhe commercial timber area of the state (East
Texas Piney Woods). The clinic and contest haperenced widespread popularity and now has
participation from outside of the commercial timlbeea on a regular basis. The state participatiosl |
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for teams averages around 55 teams per year, lnathidst majority of teams being composed of FFA
Chapters. Winners at the state level are eligibjearticipate in the four states regional woodlaadtest
held each May in one of four states. Texas, Lan&j Arkansas and Oklahoma host the regional dontes
on a rotational basis.

Regional Woodland Contest

The four states regional woodland contest is spealsby soil and water conservation districts inheaic

the four states with program and technical suppatided by USDA-NRCS and Resource Conservation
and Development (RC&D), state organizations andstny personnel. The soil and water conservation
districts in Texas hosted the first four statesarthern regional woodland contest in 1984.

Each state is allowed to send a maximum of six setanthe regional contest. Each state has a
competition that determines the six teams from skete that may enter in the regional contest. @hos
teams may be composed of individuals representthgrea 4-H Club or an FFA Chapter.

Conservation Education Video Library

The Association of Texas Soil and Water Consermdiistricts has established and updates a
conservation related video library that is mainedilby TSSWCB staff on their behalf for the benefit
local districts and educators. Currently therel®4 conservation-related videos in the library e to
districts and teachers. No rental fees are assésskdse wishing to borrow the videos from thediy.
Borrowing privileges are for a length of two weel®l must be returned upon date specified by the
librarian. Videos can be ordered through your I@call and water conservation district or by contagt
the TSSWCB. From July to December, there have B6andeos of various titles loaned out to dis#rict
and teachers across the state.

Conservation Education Models

The Nonpoint Source Pollution Watershed Flow Malkgws students to understand how water supplies
can become polluted from nonpoint sources throotgractive demonstrations.

Nonpoint Source (NPS) Pollution Watershed Flow Mode

The NPS model is a hands-on representation ofdstape that allows students to understand how water
sources can become polluted from nonpoint souildes plastic landscape structure has industrial,
undeveloped, agricultural, and residential and wegdfeatures complete with individual houses, trees
cars, tractors and cows. When "rain" falls on tleelat, the runoff flows into a city lake. Using vauis
products to add color to the water, the model destrates how potential pollutants are picked upuy r

off.

The model is a layout of a watershed that includkethe factors that may contribute to polluting ou
water. (Urban features such as: factories, parkitggy construction sites, lawn chemicals and golirses
and Rural features such as: forested land, dafged)ots, cropland and pastureland). To demormstrat
how each type of potential pollutant can enter temiaody Kool-Aid and cocoa are used to color
“runoff”. Grape Kool-Aid is used to represent pibn from factories and oil from parking lots and
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roads. Orange Kool-aid represents pollution fromml@hemicals, golf courses, and cropland and
pastureland chemicals. Cocoa is used to represdintion from construction sites, forested landirigs
and feedlots. The Kool-aid and Cocoa are sprin@tethe model in the areas that represent eachotype
pollutant. Once all the pollutants are sprinkledtioe model a spray bottle with water is use toasgnt
rainfall. As the pollutants get wet and startuaoff the students can see how the water carrezs to

the streams and into the lake where we get oukitignvater. Once all the pollutants have run ithi@
lake the students can see how these factors haymthntial to make surface waters unattractive and
unsafe. This demonstration leads to a discussiontdiow to protect the water quality and prevent ou
water from looking like the model.
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TEXASSTATE SOIL AND WATER CONSERVATION BOARD
FISCAL YEAR 2006
BUDGET SUMMARY

APPROPRIATION

13003 13004 13007
13001 STATEWIDE POLLUTION BRUSH 13800 59001
DISTRICT MANAGEMEN ABATEMENT CONTROL INDIRECT CAPITAL
ASSISTANCE T PLAN PLANS PROGRAM ADMIN. BUDGET TOTAL
Budget $3,195,134.00 $ 155,100.00 $3,920,989.00 $1,874,176.00 $ 384,165.00 $ 9,529,564.00
Transfersin $ 75,402.02 $ 26,026.86 $ 80,714.82 $ 6,273.86 $ 15,237.73 $  48,200.00 $ 251,855.29
Transfers Out $ 8,814.94 $ 6,897.15 $ 93,900.00 $ 27,700.00 $ 11,300.00 $ - $ 148,612.09
Unexpended Bal. In $ - $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Unexpended Bal. Out $ - $ - $ - $ - $ 1513503 |[$ 1513503
Cash Revenues (Fed Funds) $ 348,177.27 $ 4,814,958.50 $ 158,707.06 $ 37,599.12 $ 43,265.62 $ - $ 5,402,707.57
Expenditures $3,538,964.78 $ 4,930,068.62 $2,962,049.41 $1,149,585.85 $ 426,507.15 $ 33,064.97 $13,040,240.78
Encumbrances $ 63,745.55 $  42,295.90 $1,063,928.41 $ 721,501.22 $ - $ - $ 1,891,471.08
Year End Lapse $ 7,188.02 $ 16,823.69 $ 40,533.06 $ 19,261.91 $ 4,861.20 $ - $ 88,667.88
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Ongoing Clean Water Act, § 319(h) Grant Program Projects

Title Description Lead Start End Federal
00-01 Administration of the FY2000 CWA  Administer/manage the FYO0 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 2/1/2007 $151,477
Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
NPS Management Program project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage thefinancial aspects of each contract.
00-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FYO0 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 2/1/2007 $246,972
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.
01-01 Administration of the FY2001 CWA  Administer/manage the FYO1 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 4/1/2008 $243,674
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
01-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY01 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 4/1/2008 $308,390
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are succegsfull
completed in a timely fashion.
01-15 WQMP Initiative for the Pork Industry This objective of this project is to determine theps TPPA 2/3/2006 8/31/2007 $21,000
needed to assist unpermitted nonpoint source paiducers
in meeting the requirements of the Texas WatereCodl
Texas Administrative Code 8321.47 through the stefoé
development of water quality management plans (WQWP
certified in accordance with Texas Agriculture Code
8§201.026. The project will consist of the develemt)
implementation, and demonstration of WQMPs contagni
cost-effective alternative manure and wastewateage
facilities on two pork operations chosen by theasRork
Producers Association (TPPA).
01-16 Environmental Regulatory Oversight To provide the Texas State Soil & Water Conservatio TAMU - Eco- 2 /28/2006 2/28/2007 $103,362
Board guidance and assistance related to statedfede Environmental
environmental requirements for unpermitted anireatiing Services
operations
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Title

Description Lead

Start End Federal

01-17 Extending TMDL Efforts in the NBR
Watershed

This project will provide storm and routine monitay of TIAER
tributaries that contribute nonpoint source loaditgan

impaired water body in order to assess agricultNRS

reductions. A final report will be developed astas

preexisting and post-TMDL implementation effects.

3/31/2006 3/30/2008 $441,755

01-18 Seymour Supplemental

The main goal of this project is to demonstrate ag@ment TWRI
practices that mitigate nitrate movement in théwithin

the Seymour Aquifer region. This project will geaer and

extend new knowledge to enhance Best Management

Practices (BMPs) for nutrient and irrigation maraget

within the Seymour Aquifer through establishmenaof

subsurface drip irrigation system at the Chillietesearch

Station. This project will also provide additiomakources

for quantifying and verifying the effectivenessBNIP

implementation in reducing nitrate levels withiwe thquifer.

3/15/2006 4/1/2007  $83,254

01-19 ENVIROCAST

The project Envirocast®: Increasing Nonpoint Source NCTCOG
Pollution Prevention through Watershed Awareneshen

Upper Trinity River Watershed will introduce envirnental

news and information at the local level specificdesigned

to raise citizen’s understanding, appreciation, taeatment

of environmental issues at the watershed scale. prdject

is expected to make environmental science accedsita

significantly greater audience than any previouscation

program in the North Central Texas region and thpey

Trinity River Watershed

3/1/2006 3/1/2007 $390,000

01-20 TSSWCB NPS Team Support

Provide technical assistance for FY01 - FY05 (aeygbind) TSSWCB
CWA 319(h) agricultural and silvicultural projecad to

ensure that the projects meet all technical reqergs and

are successfully completed in a timely fashion.

3/1/2006 3/1/2007  $42,400

01-21 Maintaining Sediment Prevention

structures in McCulloch County

To provide coordinated assessment between the TESWC McCulloch SWCD 5/1 /2006 1/31/2008 $338,398
through Repair of Floodwater-retardingthe McCulloch SWCD, and USDA-NRCS, with respect to

implementation, and restoration of water qualityhia
Brady Creek and Deep Creek Watersheds locatednwithi
McCulloch County. Repair floodwater-retarding stuues in
McCulloch County. To compile information on the aép
success concerning the floodwater-retarding strestu

Monday, December 04, 2006
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Title

Description Lead Start

End

Federal

01-22

Improvement and Standardization of The purpose of this project is to develop appraeréand TCE

Laboratory Quality Assurance and
Quality Control for Mehlich Il Soll
Test Methodology: Phase 1

standardized quality assurance/quality controlstaddard
operating procedures (SOP) for use of the Mehlickail
test extractant.

$228,097

02-01

Administration of the FY2002 CWA

Administer/manage the FY02 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB

Section 319(h) Agricultural/Silviculturalagreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with

NPS Management Program

project cooperators on administrative related issuel
manage the financial aspects of each contract.

4 /1 /2009

$304,132

02-02

Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY02 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB

Project

agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.

4/1 /2009

$311,290

02-05

Little River Atrazine Remediation

Project will provide corn & sorghum producers ie thttle Central Texas 4 /9 /2002
River watershed with an opportunity to participatevater SWCD

quality educational activities, technical assist&arand

financial assistance for implementation of BMPseiduce

atrazine runoff.

8 /31/2007

$483,482

02-06

Little River Atrazine Remediation

Project will provide corn & sorghum producers ie thttle Liitle River - San 4 /29/2002
River watershed with an opportunity to participatevater Gabriel SWCD

quality educational activities, technical assist&arand

financial assistance for implementation of BMRs;educe

atrazine runoff.

12/31/2006

$328,482

02-11

Phosphorus Index

Determine the effects of selected soil propertresneasured TCE 9 /27/2002
and predicted P runoff. Compare and correlatedifit soil

test & soil solution extractable P levels to rungffValidate

and/or modify the TX P Index as a predictive tawl f

classification of field sites relative to P losgquttial.

3/31/2007

$203,178

02-12

Three - Technicians

Three technicians will work under the directionrSWCDs, Southmost, Shelby 9 /11/2002
with assistance when needed from the TSSWCB relgiona & Ellis-Prairie

offices, and NRCS to assist landowners in the agwaént, SWCD's

implementation, &or maintenance of WQMPs/BMPs.

Technicians will be placed in three SWCDs and wdkk in

adjacent SWCDs through cooperative agreements batwe

the participating SWCDs.

3/31/2007

$695,389

Monday, December 04, 2006
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
02-13 Oso Creek/Oso Bay Watershed Technical assistance will be provided by Nueces Svd@d Nueces SWCD & 12/1 /2002 12/31/2006 $544,302
Implementation Assistance TSSWCB Harlingen Regional Office to landowners with TAMU AREC
Oso Creek/Oso Bay Watershed to develop and implemen (CO)
WQMPs within the watershed.
02-15 Water Quality Information/Education Development of newspaper articles, informational TSSWCB 3/31/2002 3/31/2008 $135,000
brochures/flyers, display exhibits and promotiomaterials
that include both water quality and water
conservation messages to increase public awareness.
02-20 Saltwater Revegetation Demonstration project designed to show conservation Young SWCD 5/4/2005 3/31/2007 $15,060
practices and different seeding and mulching megtiod
establish best grass cover.
03-01 Administration of the FY2003 CWA  Administer/manage the FYO3 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 5/3/2010 $154,231
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
03-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY03 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 5/3/2010 $245,109
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.
03-04 Texas Silviculture BMP Effectiveness Project will serve to quantify improvements in theality of TFS 7/6 /2003 9 /30/2006 $367,620
Study surface water in East Texas. Established TSSWCBARQ
Program will continue as part of this project to
increase coordination among all entities involved.
03-05 Sam Rayburn WQMP Implementation Provide financial assistance to landowners for Shelby SWCD  7/1/2003 3/31/2007 $350,000
Supplemental development/implementation of WQMPs. Foster
coordinated technical assistance activities in Sayburn
Reservoir and Toledo Bend Reservoir watershedsdastw
TSSWCB, SWCD, NRCS, and other interested indivislual
Compile info. On the location/types of BMPs for W@
implemented.
03-06 E.V. Spence Saltcedar Provide technical and financial assistance toward TSSWCB 11/1 /2003 3/31/2008 $2,208,446

Monday, December 04, 2006

implementation of targeted brush control activifiesthe
purpose of reducing NPS loadings from
saltcedar in the E.V. Spence Reservoir.
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
03-07 Bacteria Monitoring for Buck Creek  Monitor water quality as related to bacterial NRBugion in TWRI 11/18/2003 3/31/2007 $247,198
Buck Creek by in-stream water sampling to fadditABMDL
definitions and guidance if needed.
03-08 Nitrate Impacts in Groundwater Project will design and implement a cover crop TCE 11/24/2003 4 /30/2007 $98,341

demonstration using three different winter coverpsrand
one bare saoil.

03-09 Central Texas WQMP Implementation Project will provide additional funding for the amigg

Supplemental

implementation efforts in the Little River watershe
TSSWCB projects (02-5 & 02-6) entitled Central Texa
Atrazine Remediation Project.

Little River - San
Gabriel & Central
Texas SWCD

10/31/2003 8 /31/2007 $424,080

03-10 Technologies for Animal Waste
Pollution

Proposal provides for testing of new technologesighed
for reducing water pollution associated with animal
production systems, principally dairies.

Focus is restricted to reducing P in dairy wasteashs.

TWRI and BAEN

11/24/2003 3/31/2008 $227,793

03-11 Leaf Beetle Demonstration

Project will demonstrate the usefulness of biolatijc
treating saltcedar in the Colorado River Basinnrefort to
reduce NPS pollution loadings resulting from salreon
agricultural lands.

ARS-USDA

1/15/2004 3/31/2007 $99,246

03-12 Navarro WQMP Implementation
Supplemental

Project will provide additional funding for the azigg
implementation efforts in the Richland-ChambersdResir
watershed.

Navarro SWCD

12/10/2003 8/31/2007 $430,279

03-14 Edge of Field Monitoring

Project will monitor and evaluate the P reductiapabilities
of a state of the art methane digester instalted dairy
facility in the North Bosque River watershed opiagin
conjunction with a CNMP.

BRA

11/18/2003 1/31/2008 $96,081

03-15 Reducing Atrazine Losses in Central TRemonstrate effects of alternative tillage practiée

atrazine application practices on protecting wqtelity by
reducing atrazine losses; validate
simulation model with measured atrazine losses.

TCE

11/24/2003 3/31/2007 $101,271

03-16 Atrazine Modeling

Purpose of project is to determine, using a wagatshodel
(SWAT), effects of applying BMPs on atrazine loaginio
streams, rivers, and lakes in 7 watersheds.

NRCS-WRAT

3/30/2004 11/30/2006 $158,400

Monday, December 04, 2006
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
03-18 Bosque Watershed Coordinator Objectives include identifying and tracking progres all BRA 12/3 /2003 3/31/2007 $190,815
pollution prevention projects and measures that are
currently underway, tracking rules & regulations
that affect operations of entities in the watershediewing
water quality data for trend I.D., providing opponities for
efficient/effective use of resources.
04-01 Administration of the FY2004 CWA  Administer/manage the FY04 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 6/1/2011 $154,220
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
04-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY04 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 6/1/2011 $375,231
Project agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.
04-03 Athletic Field Topdressing as a Overall project goal: Gain commercial acceptancelend Leon-Bosque  8/4/2004 3/31/2007 $300,000
Commercial Market for Compost from of compost and sand for topdressing of athleticie RC&D
Dairy Manure (Field of Dreams Projectjhrough demonstration on athletic fields.
04-04 Field Validation of the Texas P Index irEffects of selected soil properties in Sam RaylReservoir TCE 8/18/2004 8/31/2007 $390,657
the Poultry Areas of Texas and Lake O’ the Pines watersheds and other poultry
producing areas of the state in East &
South Central Texas to measure & predict P runadf a
compare and correlate Mehlich 11l and soil solutsmiuble P
extracts to runoff P.
04-05 Creekside Conservation Program Protect Central Texas Highland Lakes by providing LCRA 8 /3 /2004 8/31/2007 $507,300
technical/financial assistance to landowners thinatheg
LCRA's Creekside Conservation Program.
Assess NPS reductions resulting from Creekside €waton
Program.
04-06 Modeling Nutrient Loads from Poultry Collect GIS, landuse, management, and measuredatata NRCS-WRAT  4/11/2005 3/31/2008 $96,000
Operations in the selected watersheds. Where measured data is deailab
Toledo Bend & Sam Rayburn Reservoicalibrate SWAT watershed model
Watersheds to measured flow, sediment and nutrients. Simulatdent
load for current, pre and post conditions.
Monday, December 04, 2006 Page 6 of 12




Title Description Lead Start End Federal
04-07 Technical Assistance and Provide technical assistance to landowners in dgisy and Jack SWCD 8/12/2004 8/31/2007 $100,000
Implementation in West Fork of the implementing WQMPs within the West Fork of Trinity
Trinity River Watershed River Watershed.
04-08 WQMP Implementation Assistance in Coordinate technical assistance activities in thiedn Zapata SWCD 8/17/2004 8/31/2007 $461,290
Falcon Reservoir Reservoir Drainage Area in Zapata County between
Drainage Area in Zapata Co. TSSWCB, SWCD, NRCS, & Kika De La
Garza PMC. Inventory & map land uses & current mgmt
practices within the targeted watershed. Provide
technical/financial assistance to landowners
to aid in development/implementation of WQMPs.
04-09 Seymour Aquifer Water Quality The main goal of this project is reduce the nittatels in Haskell, Knox and 8/19/2004 8/31/2007 $764,054
Improvement the Seymour Aquifer. Project will provide irrigason Jones SWCD
Haskell, Knox, and Jones counties with
opportunity to participate in water quality eduoatl
activities, technical assistance, financial assistdor
implementation of BMPs, in order to
improve water quality in Seymour Aquifer.
04-10 Phytoremediation of excessively high General objective of this project is to reduce acefwater TAES - 8 /30/2004 8/31/2007 $238,859
phosphorus soils and contamination in the north Bosque River from sqiplied P Stephenville
subsequent reduced P runoff into Northof dairy manure origin.
Bosque River
04-11 Watershed Protection Plan Assess the Pecos River Basin and increase land@mder TWRI 8 /25/2004 8/31/2007 $709,381
Development for the Pecos River stakeholder involvement through educational efforts
Watershed Protection Plan based on the river basin
assessment.
04-12 Little Wichita River Watershed Project will provide assessment of existing andeptial TIAER 8/15/2004 8/31/2007 $90,090
Protection Plan water quality problems associated with NPS pollutiothe
Little Wichita River Basin &
provide watershed plan to improve and protect wattitity
within the basin.
04-13 Development of a Watershed Project will provide assessment of existing anceptil UCRA 8 /25/2004 8/31/2007 $375,240

Protection Plan for the Concho River
Basin

water quality threats related to on-going NPS wat#iution
within the Concho River basin
and will also provide a Watershed Protection Plan.

Monday, December 04, 2006
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
04-14 Assessment and Mitigation of Northeast Texas Municipal Water District Assessment NETMWD 8/3/2004 3/31/2007 $442,805
Agricultural and Other NPS Project and On-Site Sewage System Replacementdnogr
Activities in the Cypress Creek Basin. Primary goal of project is evaluate effectivenefssetected
BMPs in reducing nutrient inputs to Big Cypressekrand
Lake O’ Pines by documenting runoff quality frortesi
representing dominant soil & land use types, withBMPs.
Implemented/replace failing septic systems.
04-15 Mathematical Model for Dispersal of Goal of project is aid in Implementation Plan falfSte and ARS-USDA 10/27/2004 8/31/2007 $136,724
Leaf Beetle, Diorhabda Elongata from Total Dissolved Solids (TMDLS) in the J.B. ThomBasy.
Old World released in U.S. for Biologic8pence and O.H. Ivey Reservoirs by biological airdf
Control of Invasive Saltcedar saltcedar in riparian areas along the ColoradoRit/&exas
and its tributaries.
04-16 Nueces Basin Headwaters Stewardshifysing public education, project will concentratevaater NRA 9/1/2004 8/31/2007 $170,703
Project quality concerns, impairments, and threats to watitity
and streambed conditions in five
headwater stream segments of the Nueces River.Basin
04-17 Plum Creek WPP The purpose of this project is to coordinate the TCE 2 /24/2005 8/31/2007 $440,503
development of a Watershed Protection Plan foPihen
Creek Watershed and to facilitate beginning phases
implementation.
04-18 BMP Verification in Richland-Chamber¥erify effectiveness of nutrient load reduction BMia the TAES(BRC) 8/1/2005 7/1/2008 $237,722
Watershed Richland-Chambers watershed.
04-19 Regional Watershed Coordinator Successfully facilitate and coordinate watershashping TSSWCB 8/31/2007 $145,249
activities in the Wharton Regional Office servicea
through a pilot project.
05-01 Administration of the FY2005 CWA  Administer/manage the FY0O5 CWA 319(h) cooperative TSSWCB 9/1/2011 $104,480
Section 319(h) agreement between EPA and TSSWCB. Coordinate with
Agricultural/Silvicultural NPS project cooperators on administrative related issuel
Management Program manage the financial aspects of each contract.
05-02 Statewide NPS Pollution Management Provide technical assistance for FY05 CWA 319(h) TSSWCB 9/1/2011 $310,426

Project

Monday, December 04, 2006

agricultural and silvicultural projects and enstirat projects
meet all technical requirements and are
successfully completed in a timely fashion.
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Title

Description

Lead

Start

End

Federal

05-03

Ellis Prairie SWCD Project

Provide technical/financial assistance to qualifyjfmoducers
on appropriate BMPs to reduce sediment, nutrand,

pesticide runoff and provide water quality eduaagicevents.

Ellis-Prairie
SWCD

8 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$433,700

05-04

Silvicultural NPS Abatement

This project will reduce significant risks to watgrality
from silvicultural NPS pollution by implementing BR$ and
increasing silvicultural NPS awareness by compdesin
statewide evaluation of silvicultural BMP implematibn,
providing technical assistance, education, coottinaand
monitoring the effectiveness of forestry BMPs.

TFS

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$574,521

05-05

Watershed Education

The purpose of this project will be to develop detiver an
educational curriculum which functions to suppbs t
TSSWCB'’s effort to prepare a Watershed Protectian i
the target watershed.

TWRI-TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$358,041

05-06

PLAN

To educate 3rd party applicators of poultry liti@the
environmental benefits of using proper application
management techniques on new sites.

TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$210,002

05-07

Impact of Proper Fertilizer

Implement fertilizer management practices on cattéd and
pasture fields to demonstrate the importance iofjus
proper management relating to application methodng,
and rate, and conduct demonstration/educatioizitaes
on the importance of proper organic fertilizer ngaraent.

TCE

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$186,352

05-08

Peach Creek Project

Developing, implementing and maintaining WQMPs and
provide technical assistance to agricultural predsiin the
Peach Creek watershed.

Gonzales SWCD

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2006

$465,123

05-09

Lake Granger Project

The Brazos River Authority will facilitate the ddepment
of a Watershed Protection Plan for the Lake Granger
Watershed. This project will also provide the IeitRiver-
San Gabriel and Taylor SWCDs with funding for teichti
financial assistance to implement BMPs through
conservation planning.

BRA

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008

$814,168

05-10

Arroyo Eduation Project

Monday, December 04, 2006

Educate agricultural producers on how to bettedpce and
manage their acreage and support and promote ag=ibci
programs implementing BMPs related to water quality
protection.

TWRI

9 /1 /2005

8 /31/2008
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Title Description Lead Start End Federal
05-12 Arroyo WQMP Project Provide technical assistance to landowners toreilla Hidalgo SWCD 9/1/2005 8/31/2008 $970,478
development and implementation of a minimum of 78
WQMPs in the Arroyo Colorado Watershed.
05-13 Composting Support - DMES Project will coordinate compost activities in Boscqand TSSWCB 9/1/2005 9/30/2007 $228,000

Leon watershed among all entities involved. Provide
financial/technical assistance to offset

costs of transporting raw manure to compost faedlit
Continuation of 00-8 & 02-8.




‘_ Texas State Soil & Water Conservation Board

\ BrusH CONTROL PROGRAM

2006 ANNUAL REPORT
JanNuary 1, 2006 - DECEMBER 31, 2006

PROGRAM BUDGET

PROGRAM GOAL FY00-01  $9,163,000 General Revenue
Enhance water availability through selective FY 02-03  $9,163,000 General Revenue
Brush Control. $15,000,000 Agricultural Water

Conservation Bond
FY 04 $3,114,794 General Revenue

2006 ACTIVITIES AT A GLANCE FY 05 $607,805 General Revenue

* Brush Controlled on 721 ,037 Acres FY 06 $1,874,176 General Revenue
(FY 00-06) FY 07 $1,816,009 General Revenue
+ 8 Mesquite and Juniper Projects
* 4 Salt Cedar Projects
INTRODUCTION

The Texas State Soil and Water Conservation
Board present this annual report covering the
2006 calendar year. To show trends, some data
from previous years is included. This report is

8 also being attached as a section of the report

= required by S.B. 1828, passed by the 78th
Legislature R.S., which requires the State Board to
prepare a semiannual report relating to the status
of budget areas of responsibility. In fiscal year
2004, brush projects were funded from
Agriculture Water Conservation Bonds and from
General Revenue appropriated by the 77th
Legislature. Fiscal year 2005 funding was from
General Revenue appropriated by the 78th Legislature R.S. The 79th Legislature approved
General Revenue funding in the amount of $1,874,176 for fiscal year 20006, and $1,816,176
for fiscal year 2007. The Brush Control Program, in existence since 1999, has treated
721,037 acres of the 745,808 acres under contract. The overall goal of the Brush Control
Program is to enhance water availability through selective brush control, however due to
drought conditions that still persist in areas being treated the water needs over the region
remain critical. We must thank the Legislature for their vision in making this program a
reality and express appreciation to those private landowners who are contributing their time
and resources to implement a long range program to benefit others.
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NORTH CONCHO RIVER PILOT BRUSH
CONTROL PROJECT

In 1999, the 76th Legislature initiated the North
Concho River Brush Control Project to enhance the
amount of water flowing from the North Concho
River Watershed into O.C. Fisher Reservoir. In 2001,
this project was continued by the 77th Legislature.
Having 352,000 acres of the 950,000-acre North
Concho River Watershed currently contracted for
Brush Control by the TSSWCB. West Texans have
focused their undivided attention to the progress of this project. Estimates indicate this
project will enhance more than 267,000 acre-feet of water in the North Concho River
Watershed over the 10-year life of the project. O.C. Fisher Reservoir is a water supply for
the city of San Angelo, due to drought conditions water has dropped to a critical low level.
However, levels have improved due to brush control efforts. Almost 90 % of the contracted
acres of brush have been treated to date using state funds. Prison inmates have cleared
17,000 acres to date (13,000 acres in 2001 and 4,000 acres in 2002). However, the current
drought in West Texas continues to present major challenges to the brush control program.
The Upper Colorado River Authority (UCRA), under contract with the TSSWCB, is
continuing to monitor hydrologic responses in the watershed due to brush removal. Basin-
wide responses have been difficult to monitor due to the depleted condition of the shallow
alluvial aquifer, prior to brush control efforts targeted and the fact that the area has been
experiencing a drought since 1995. As a result, the UCRA has focused on subbasin and small
area responses for early indications of benefits. Through brush control, the restoration of the
North Concho River is ongoing and the following effects have been observed thus far:

*Areas where brush control work has been concentrated thus far (Chalk Creek, Grape Creek,
Sterling Creek, and Walnut Creek) exhibit more frequent runoff events of greater intensity
and duration than other tributaries along the North Concho River.

*Field observations of the North Concho River indicate that flow responses to rainfall are
more frequent and pools hold water for longer periods of time following rainfall events.

* Following aerial treatment of mesquite, a pronounced increase in soil moisture and
decrease in evapotranspiration has been observed.

Since the start of the pilot project, 327,826 acres of brush have been treated. It is estimated
that landowners have provided the amount of over $4.1 million.
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TWIN BUTTES RESERVOIR/
LAKE NASWORTHY
BRUSH CONTROL PROJECTS

In September 2002, three brush control projects were initiated to enhance the amount of
water flowing into the Twin Buttes Reservoir/Lake Nasworthy complex. T'win Buttes
Reservoir is used to maintain sufficient water levels in Lake Nasworthy, which serves as a
water supply for the city of San Angelo. Water levels in Twin Buttes Reservoir have fallen
to critical levels. Based on water needs and the results of feasibility studies, the TSSWCB
allocated $10.8 million for brush control cost-share for three projects in the Twin Buttes
Reservoir/Lake Nasworthy Watershed. It is projected that this allocation will allow the
treatment of nearly 203,000acres of brush and will result in the enhancement of almost
191,000 acre-feet of water over the life of the project. Additional funding will be needed
to complete the treatment of the more than 555,000 acres of eligible brush in the Twin
Buttes Subbasin. To date, 225,739 acres have been contracted for treatment in this
watershed. Over 235,646 acres of brush have been treated to date using state funds.

LAKE BALLINGER
BRUSH CONTROL PROJECT

In September 2002, the TSSWCB and local SWCDs initiated a Brush Control Project to
enhance the amount of water flowing into Lake Ballinger. Lake Ballinger lies in the
Upper Colorado Watershed and supplies water to the city of Ballinger. Iake Ballinger is
essentially dry except for water being pumped into it from the Colorado River. Based on
water needs and the results of feasibility studies, the TSSWCB allocated $522,900 for
Brush Control cost-share in the Lake Ballinger Watershed. It is projected that this
allocation will allow the treatment of over 14,940 acres. To date, 10,549 acres have been
contracted for treatment in this watershed.

SWCDs That Participate in the Brush Control Program

Caldwell-Travis Pedernales Howard Loweear Fork on the Brazo
Crockett Runnels Kerr County McMullen @ou

El Dorado Divide Tom Green Middle Concho Archer County
Glasscock County  Trans Pecos Mitchell

High Point Upper Pecos North Concho River

Kendall Coke County Rio-Grande Pecos River

Middle Creek Fork  Devil's River Sandhills

Midland Gillespie Toyah-Limpia

Nolan County Hays County Upper Colorado
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OAK CREEK RESERVOIR BRUSH CONTROL PROJECT

Based on water needs and the

results of feasibility studies, the Oak Creek Watershed
has been allocated $1 million in Brush Control cost-
share. This Brush Control Project will enhance the
amount of water flowing into Oak Creek Reservoir,
which supplies water for the citizens of Sweetwater,
Blackwell, and Bronte.

The lake, which is located in the Upper Colorado
Watershed, also serves as a recreational site. Water
levels in Oak Creek Reservoir have fallen to seriously
low levels.

It is projected that over $1 million allocated to this
project will allow the treatment of almost 23,000 acres
in the Oak Creek Watershed.

Additional funding may be needed to complete the
treatment in the 152,000-acre watershed. Projections
indicate that over the life of the project, the treatment
of targeted acres may result in approximately 66,000

acre-feet increase in water within
the Oak Creek Watershed.

Thus far, landowners have submitted requests for funding to treat over 27,000 acres. To
date, 19,764 acres have been contracted for treatment in this watershed and over 16,092
acres of brush have already been treated.

CANADIAN RIVER

In August 2005, in cooperation with the Canadian River Municipal Water Authority, a salt
cedar project was initiated to improve water quantity and quality on the Canadian River
above Lake Meredith. To date, over 2,703 acres have been

treated.

HUBBARD CREEK

In August 2005, the TSSWCB along with the West Central
Texas Municipal Water Authority began spraying salt
cedar on the Hubbard Creek lake basin. To date, 1,076
acres have been treated with 3,300 acres planned to be
sprayed throughout the watershed
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PEDERNALES RIVER BRUSH CONTROL PROJECT

In September of 2002, a brush control project was initiated to enhance the amount of water
flowing from the Pedernales River Watershed into Lake Travis, a water supply for the city of
Austin. The lake is also used for power generation and has become a major resort area
providing opportunities for boating, fishing, swimming, and camping. The Pedernales River
Watershed has been allocated over $4.4 million for cost-share. It is projected that this
allocation will allow the treatment of over 62,000 acres of brush in the Pedernales River
Watershed and may result in the enhancement of an estimated 317,000 acre feet of water
over the life of the project. Additional funding will be needed to complete the treatment of
the 140,000 acres of brush that are targeted in the 815,000-acre watershed. Feasibility
studies indicate the life of the project, treatment of the targeted acres may result in over
715,000 acre feet of water in the Pedernales River Watershed.

Landowners have submitted requests for funding to treat more than 70,000 acres in priority
subbasins. In 2002-20006, 74,751 acres were contracted for treatment in this watershed.
Over 60,420 acres of brush have been treated to date using state funds

Junipers have been documented to intercept 73% of precipitation
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PECOS/UPPER COLORADO SALT CEDAR PROJECT

In September 2003, the TSSWCB, SWCDs, USDA/NRCS, along with TDA, and TAES
were involved in a combined effort to treat Salt Cedar along the Pecos and Upper Colorado
Rivers. Salt Cedar is becoming an increasing problem along the Pecos and Upper Colorado
Rivers. Salt Cedar is estimated to use 200 gallons of water per tree and increases the salinity
of the water. To date, $775,976 was allocated to the project by the TSSWCB. A total of
10,387 acres were put under contract and 9,630 acres have been treated.

This allocation of money allowed for the utilization of over $2 million of federal funds.

CHAMPION CREEK RESERVOIR BRUSH CONTROL PROJECT

A brush control project was initiated in September 2002 to
enhance the amount of water flowing into Champion Creek
Reservoir which is located in the Upper Colorado critical
area. This reservoir is an important water source for the
Colorado City and their service area including the city's
population of approximately 5,000 citizens and over 2,000
inmates within the TDCJ system. The lake also serves as an
important tool in the power generation process for the
TXU power plant located in Colorado City as well as a
regional tourist attraction for recreational purposes. Water levels have fallen to critical levels
and are now well below the intake valves for both Colorado City and TXU. Based on a
proposal submitted by local Soil and Water Conservation Districts, the TSSWCB allocated
$907,000 for brush control cost-share in the Champion Creek Reservoir Watershed. It is
projected that the funds allocated may allow the treatment of all 24,000 acres of brush
targeted in the 116,000 acre watershed. Projections indicate that over the next 10 years,
treatment of the targeted acres will increase water yield to Champion Creek Watershed by
almost 19,000 acre-feet. To date, 23,274 acres have been contracted for treatment in this
watershed and 15,746 acres have been treated.

These funds are also being utilized to match funds in a 319 Water Quality Project along the
Upper Colorado River.

A 10 foot mesquite tree can consume up to 20 gallons of water per day. |
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Project Status

Remaining Acres

Total Under Treated
Project Allocation Contract Acres
North Concho River $ 13,303,950.00 31,799 327,286
Twin Buttes $ 10,979,768.86 180,339 235,646
Pedernales $ 4,260,049.72 10,814 60,420
Lake Ballinger $ 522,900.00 1,235 7,340
Oak Creek Lake $ 783,820.16 2,591 16,092
Champion Creek $ 755,933.65 4,923 15,746
Nueces River $ 100,000.00 -
Lake Hubbard (Salt Cedar) | $ 160,000.00 2,224 1,076
Pecos/ Upper Colorado
(SaltCedar) $ 775,976.00 10,387 9,630
Canadian River (SaltCedar) | $ 250,000.00 2,703
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OTHER ACTIVITIES

The 79" Legislature provided $1.8 million
budget to continue State Brush Control
projects and initiate a combined effort
with the Natural Resources Conservation
Service to continue Salt Cedar control in
the Pecos/Upper Colorado River
Watersheds. The TSSWCB is also using

S o

State Brush money along with local match N sucD #20

from the Mitchell SWCD to utilize y
Federal EPA dollars to treat Salt Cedar ﬁ

along the Upper Colorado River Watershed between J.B. Thomas and E.V. Spence.
Monitoring efforts are continued by the Upper Colorado River Authority (UCRA), under
contract with the TSSWCB. The UCRA is working with the Texas Institute for Applied
Environmental Research to determine the effects of Brush Control on the water balance and
water yield within the North Concho River Watershed.

el e

10.

11.

12.

13.
14.

Other continuous activities by the TSSWCB:

Field inspections of Mesquite and Redberry Juniper Control Treatments used in the
North Concho River Watershed Brush Control Project.

Field visits to assure that that Aerial Spraying of Mesquite is applied according to
Program Specifications.

Evaluation of future financing alternatives for the State Brush Control Program.
Provided training assistance to Soil and Water conservation Districts (SWCDs) in the
State Brush Control Program areas.

Meeting with Texas Department of Agriculture (TDA), Texas Parks and Wildlife
Department (TPWD), Texas Water Development Board (TWDB), and Legislative
Staff on Brush Control issues.

Coordinate with Texas USDA/NRCS to target EQIP dollars for use in Brush
Control Project areas.

The TSSWCB is coordinating with the Texas Water Resources Institute in providing
information that documents the hydrologic impacts of brush control.

Assist Soil and Water Conservation Districts (SWCDs) with conservation planning
and performance certifications for their landowners.

Reviewed Texas Invasive Species council Bylaws with Texas Cooperative Extension
and Texas Department of Agriculture.

Assisted National Association of State Conservation Agencies with tour of the
Pedernales River Watershed Project.

Established Brush Project on the Nueces River working through the McMullen
SWCD and the TSSWCB Harlingen Regional Office.

Established Brush Project on the Wichita River Watershed located in the Archer
County Soil and Water Conservation District.

Evaluated areas for follow up treatment in project areas.

Assist Soil and Water Conservation Districts with Water Quality Management Plans
in Upper Colorado River Watershed.
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